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DR BYRON: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen, thank you all very much for
coming. Welcome to the public hearings of the Productivity Commission's national
inquiry into the conservation of Australia's historic heritage places. My nameis Nell
Byron. | have been appointed the Presiding Commissioner for thisinquiry and my
colleague and fellow Commissioner is Tony Hinton. 1'd like to start by formally
thanking the Hobart City Council for making this beautiful and very appropriate
venue available for this hearing. It's avery suitable place to be discussing today's
topic. Thisinquiry began with areference from the Australian Government to the
Productivity Commission to investigate the policy framework and the incentives for
conservation of Australias built historic heritage places. We've had very valuable
meetings and visitsin al parts of Australiawith all sorts of interested parties - state
government and local government, businesses, individual owners of historic
properties, citizens groups, et cetera. We have conducted public hearingsin
Brisbane, Perth, Adelaide and Melbourne and by video-link with Darwin and next
week we will bein Canberraand Sydney.

We're aiming to produce a draft report for public comment abut the end of
November or early December and then we'll have a second round of public hearings
to get feedback after people have had the opportunity to digest our draft report and
our draft recommendations. We always try and make these public hearings as
informal aswe can. Those giving evidence are no longer required to take an oath,
for example, but the Productivity Commission Act does require that people should
"be truthful” in making their evidence to the Commission's hearings. The transcripts
will be available on our web site and a hard copy on request from the Commission as
soon as possible after they've been checked for accuracy of transcription. We have
now received, | think, over 140 submissionsto thisinquiry. A week ago it was
probably less than half that. So the information continues to pour in.

To comply with the Australian Government's occupational health and safety
requirements | have to tell you that in the very unlikely event of any incident the fire
escape is straight down the steps outside the door here, and for housekeeping |
should say that the public conveniences are on the ground floor underneath the stairs.
But | think that's enough housekeeping. Without any ado I'd like to welcome first up
today the representatives from the Tasmanian Government. Thank you very much
for coming. Thank you for the written submission which Tony and | have read very
carefully. Our standard procedure is that after each of you has introduced yourself
for the transcript if you'd like to summarise the main points of the submission we'd
like to discuss it with you. Thank you.

12/8/05 Heritage 613



MR GADD: Thank you. My nameis Scott Gadd. 1'm the secretary of the
Department of Tourism, Parks, Heritage and the Arts here in Tasmania.

MSHOUGH: Katherine Hough. I'm the principal policy and projects officer for
the Department of Tourism, Parks, Heritage and the Arts.

MSLEWIS: Deb Lewis. I'm manager of Cultural Heritage Tourism with Tourism
Tasmania.

MR ROMEY: Peter Romey. I'm the director of conservation and infrastructure at
the Port Arthur Historic Site.

MR GADD: Thank you for your time this morning, gentlemen. 1f | can I'll do
exactly that - I'll just quickly skim through an overview what was in our submission
and highlight what we see as the key points. Clearly, historic heritageis critical to
Tasmaniasidentity and you'll see through our submission we've actually quoted
some research that can support that statement and we can make that available should
you two desireit. Clearly our heritageisavita part of what makes the Tasmanian
lifestyle so special and it's an integral element of the Tasmanian tourism brand.
That's a brand that we've worked very hard on and it's built on the key attributes of
cultural heritage, natural heritage and wine and food.

The Tasmanian Government is supportive of the tiered approach of recognising
the importance of local, state, national and world heritage listing and conservation.
However, we would argue the system needs to be simple to access, use and
understand; roles and responsibilities need to be better defined; streamlined systems
and responsibility for resourcing an integrated system needs to be shared by all tiers
of government proportionally. Clearly in this state we're an example that cultural
heritage is a big economic driver for the state but similarly it's a big contributor to the
community wellbeing here in Tasmania, and by that | also mean the health and
wellbeing of our people. That's recognised in the aspirations of our Tasmania
Together document which is principally a community-driven document that
represents a 20-year vision for the state.

One of the core goals of that document is to value, protect and conserve our
natural and cultural heritage. That came about as avery long and exhaustive
consultative process. S0, as| said, I'd argue that clearly it's an economic driver in
this state but also it has implications to the health and education to the populace as
well and ultimately presents them opportunities, | think, for some proactive
responses with respect to some of the issues that we face in those areas, particularly
with our natural heritage which | know is outside the purview of this Commission
hearing.

The Tasmanian picture - we've just under 5500 places permanently listed on
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our register asat 30 June. | would argue that that's afair old mix of state and local
significance, potentially some nationally significant propertiesin there as well.
There's just under another 2500 places in the process of assessment. A former
minister and premier was often quoted in this state as suggesting that Tasmania has
up to - well, the figures used to vary depending on who he was speaking to, but
between 30 and 50 per cent of Australia's colonial built heritage herein this state. |
suspect hisfigures aren't too far wrong even if we say 30 per cent. But when you
consider that, that's a burden that's carried by 3 per cent of the Australian population.
That represents, | think, the issue in anutshell that we face here. Similarly, those
properties are largely dispersed throughout regional Tasmania so the burdenis
actually even more disproportionately shared throughout the regional communities.

Tourismisabig, big industry in this state and historic heritage is a key
contributor to the tourism industry. Tourism currently contributes about $1.7 billion
dollars annually to the economy and there's 40,000 direct and indirect jobs as a result
of that burgeoning tourism industry. There's close to nearly $900 million in tourism
investment planned or under construction across Tasmania as we speak today and
that's an amighty different scenario than it was six or seven years ago.

The current strategic effort from the government - in a sense this commission
is very timely because we're in the throes of a major revamp of our heritage sector
herein Tasmania. We've formed a new unit which isapart of this department called
Heritage Tasmanialast year. We're currently finalising areview of our Historic
Cultural Heritage Act and I'd like to think that come early next year we'll have one of
the most contemporary heritage legislations in the country. We have been on a
program now for some six months or more of, shall | say, reshaping the National
Trust herein Tasmania and the goals there are to create a contemporary, sustainable
organisation and one that's on a sustainable - or more of a sustainable footing as we
go forward.

So you can see that we're hoping by early next year to have a complete reform
of the way heritage is conserved, protected, interpreted and communicated in this
state - early next year. Wethink there'sarole for the National Trust both in terms of
the caretaking the historic properties and also in advocacy and we think that we need
to get more emphasis and more differentiation in terms of the responsibilities for
heritage between the different tiers of government; that is, local, state, national and
even world heritage. To alarge degree our new legislation will go along way
towards getting that differentiation between local and state and hopefully at the same
time we'll be able to offer some resources to local government to help bring them
along.

If I can just quickly whiz through the terms of reference. The main pressures -

funding obviously, both generally and for specific conservation works. Government
involvement iscritical. In this state we don't have the head offices of major
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corporations so philanthropic opportunities and corporate sponsorship are much
harder to come by and, as | said, we have a disproportionate sort of number of
heritage properties still standing. The bottom lineis Tasmania for several decades
really economically was a bit of abasket case, didn't produce - didn't really go
forward until recent times. The result of that was there was no development pressure
on our heritage.

Consequently, now that we're in a state of mind where it'sincreasingly valued and
people are more aware of it we're in this unique position where we have it al till
standing, abeit it presentsalot of challenges - and those challenges aren't going to
be resolved simply by increasing the budget across the three tiers of government.
We would argue funding does need to be targeted to the specific needs and priorities
of the regional community. As| said, there's a disproportionate spread. If you look
at the Tasman peninsula, for example, you've got one of the poorest councilsin the
state; we don't even have water and sewerage infrastructure. Y et along with Port
Arthur which is one of our historic heritage icons, there's a'so a multitude of other
heritage, particularly convict-related heritage on that peninsulathat is virtually
unknown and to alarge degree unprotected.

The other point to make is that Tasmaniais not in a position to enter into a
federal funding agreement that's purely a dollar-for-dollar basis. As| said, we've got
adisproportionate share of the load here and the responsibility and only 3 per cent of
the population to fund it. So we think it needs a strategic approach that allows our
stakeholders the flexibility to determine their own priorities and needs and best
manage the limited resources.

With respect to economic, social, environmental benefits and cost, historic heritage
acts as akey economic driver, as| said, in the areas of Tasmanian branding, having
core market appeal in the tourism sector. It'sidentified that people love to come to
Tasmaniafor a combination of our natural historic values, our creativity and our food
and wine. No one of those issuesisakey driver in itself, yet collectively they
contribute rather significantly. So it's more difficult to measure the aesthetic quality
of the visual environment but there's no doubt our historic heritage contributesto a
strong sense of community identity, pride and belonging. Thereisareal sense of
ownership amongst the local communities in this state of our historic properties. The
National Trust once again is agood example. We have an army of volunteers out
there that interact and socialise and come together around these historic houses on a
regular basis. That goes back to what | said about the community wellbeing because
by default I'd argue that that's having an impact on their health and welfare and also
on the health system ultimately.

The primary costs of the potential constraints on development - | think that's

pretty obvious. Introducing unwanted imposts on private owners which limit or
restrict good heritage outcomesis not seen as the way to go. With respect to the
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roles and contributions of property owners, in general in this state they're clearly not
an homogenous group; they include arange of different people from all walks of life
- that's from private, commercial and government. Experience suggests that the
greater the opportunity to work alongside these people, engage with them, inform,
educate and guide, the better the outcomes for historic heritage. So it'sreally that
collaborative partnership approach.

Greater attention needs to be given to create opportunities for incentives and to
provide support for owners. Later we'd probably go a bit further and suggest that
even rebates and tax incentives and things are potentially the way to go. Local
government - as | said before, the state government would like to move to a position
where places of local heritage value are protected and conserved locally and that is
through heritage schedules and provisions linked to local planning schemes. There
are examples where that happens in this state, there are examples where that's just
quite frankly not even on the radar. So we've got everything in between. Partnership
agreements and the joint funding of heritage surveys between local and state
government has been a primary mechanism we've used to move forward with this
collaborative planning approach and we are making some reasonable inroads.

There is aneed to streamline or integrate local planning and heritage
decision-making arrangements and to provide greater clarity, certainty and ease of
use. From the state government perspective we believe we have a critical role firstly
asamajor owner of heritage places. The Parks and Wildlife Service which isalso
part of this department is a substantia heritage property owner - built heritage, |
mean. We also have arole as a policy maker, regulator and facilitator who is able to
work with and support the heritage sector and wider community to value its heritage.
We're currently, as| said, working through areview and reform process especially in
ensuring greater recognition and separation in the provisions for local and state
identification, assessment, protection and conservation and management.

The national system - the introduction of the national heritage systemis
supported as a means of ensuring applicant recognition, protection and conservation
of heritage in atiered structure of places and values at local, state, national and world
level - entirely consistent with where we want to go. However, the state government
remains concerned with the uncertainties with which this system is being
implemented and the current policy is not to support any nominations for the national
list at thistime other than the Port Arthur historic site which historically has had state
government support for some time now.

There are serious concerns that the Australian Government is withdrawing
from this sector in terms of management, strategy and funding from the system and
the examples we have here is the withdrawal of world heritage area funding to
Tasmania and the cutting of the national estate grants program. Both have been a
major blow. | mean, what we've seen with world heritage areafunding is basically a
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consistent bucket of money that's needing to be spread more thinly as other issues
and other places come along - and that's of concern to us because it meansit's
creating awhole range of issuesin terms of preserving and protecting what we've
aready got. You'd bewell aware of things like the fox introduction which in itself
presents a major threat to the WHA. We do support the concept of world heritage
listing. Asl said, the primary concern is the resourcing, and by example in the last
five years we've seen up to $2 million in WHA funding removed from this state. So
there is a concurrent need to ensure that an appropriate level of resourcing is
provided at each of the levelsin this heritage system model.

Just briefly on the final terms of reference, three points. The impacts of
regulatory tax and institutional arrangements. asl've said, thereis an immediate
imperative to better establish and also resource each level of the system while at the
same time ensuring that the system is better integrated and the mechanisms at each
level and the approaches are at |east compatible. Cost impacts. increased attention
and commitment to providing fiscal incentivesis critical, but we recognise that that
can't occur in avacuum by itself. It's got to be combined with education,
communication, interpretation, increased awareness. Emerging trends. both
individuals and communities have become increasingly interested in historic heritage
recognising the need to conserve places so that these values can be passed on to
future generations. Our tourism research shows us that our tourists are far more
discerning these days. They're no longer interested in static house museums full of
old furniture, with respect to those properties. What they want is - they like the old
houses, but they want them preferably in their unique original context and with a
context, so it's not just the house, it's perhaps the surrounds and some relationship
with history or a person that givesit that uniqueness and that authenticity if you will,
and increasingly our tourists are more and more discerning.

DR BYRON: And dynamic rather than static.

MR GADD: Exactly and more interaction, more creative interpretation, but not the
sort of costumed interpretation sort of that was done fairly superficially in the past.
It's more about getting in and understanding the personalities and thingsinvolved in
the place. Home Hill in Devonport is agood example. It's a standing museum to the
Lyons family, and it's still got the possessions. So as you move through the house,
you get areal sense and feel for how they operated.

Anincreased focus on strategy and priority aswell as an increased mandate for
accountability in terms of producing outcomes has also been apparent in recent
times. Development pressures, the economic environment, the emerging trend of
establishing thresholds for assessment and management of historic heritage across
the threetiers of government all influence the conservation of historic heritage. The
final point on emerging trends is adaptive reuse. We think that's important. It
provides many environmental benefits that lessen the impact on the environment and
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limits the need to draw on new resources and building materials. It can help to
reduce the cost of new development, enhance heritage values, provide a direct
benefit to the environment, relieve the burden on the public purse, and on it goes.
So adaptive reuse we see is a big part of the future solution for how we go about
conserving.

Finally possible program policy approaches. Asl'verepeatedly said, theresa
need to recognise constitutional and financial realities and the responsibilities
relating to the tiered approach to heritage listing. Ways in which the community can
contribute to conservation warrants further consideration, including innovative
approaches to address market failure and serious consideration of incentives with
fiscal recognition of the value and cost of heritage; a need to move away from the
emphasis from old home and give more emphasis to places and landscape, and that
comes back to the total context | talked about.

Just in conclusion, the Tasmanian experience is one where heritage, tourism,
local government, et cetera, are making huge leading strides forward in the ways we
can work together in partnership to develop integrated and innovative solution
systems and approaches. What we're doing this year for the remainder of this year
with the state and local level presents areal opportunity | think to get it right with
respect to the national level and how we all integrate and get that greater cohesion
through all three systems. Thank you.

DR BYRON: Thank you very much. That's been an excellent summary of avery
useful document. I'm reassured that we're thinking along very similar lines. | don't
know whether it's a question or not, but one of the things that | got out of both your
comments and the written submission is the emphasis on clearly articulating the
linkages, if | can say, vertically —world heritage, national, state, local. | guessyou
could go down to family or whatever, but getting that sort of vertical structure right,
getting the horizontal linkages right between what the governments do and how that
relates to non-government and private and corporate and churches and so on, and
then the third dimension that you raise is between built and historic heritage and
natural heritage and indigenous.

So am | right in thinking that your approach here in Tasmaniais thinking about
integration in that third sense because the Australian Heritage Council made that
point to us last week, that they were saying the distinction between historical,
cultural, natural and indigenous heritage was in some ways artificial, putting things
into silos that they didn't need to be.

MR GADD: No. That'svery much been our approach. If you look at the
formation of this department, we brought al those elements together combined with
tourism and the arts as well which, if you think about it, is very much the brand that
we'vetried to create that is Tasmania. We've actually - in a sense we've actually
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separated indigenous heritage from cultural heritage in the last two years, but they're
still under the same department, but they were once in the same unit. So we've given
them distinct identities, and we've put an emphasis on Heritage Tasmania with that
new branding of Heritage Tasmania, and we'll do similar with indigenous heritage.

| didn't mention, but we're also in the throes of a major reform of our
indigenous heritage and also areview of that act aswell. So the synergieswill be
there and welll bring them together and we'll try and get the linkages with the
planning system as we go forward aswell. So the simple answer is, yes, that's very
much what we're trying to achieve.

DR BYRON: I've never looked at indigenous heritage and we're not looking at that
inthisinquiry, but it seems to me that there are lots of parallels between historic
heritage and natural heritage in terms of the types of issues and the types of
ingtitutions that are set up to deal withiit.

MR GADD: We had aclassic examplein this state where they both interlocked
beautifully, and that's Recherche Bay where we had the French explorers who made
wonderful botanical collections, but they also had the first major interaction with the
indigenous community and actually recorded it. So that's a beautiful example of how
they intertwine, they interlock down there on the south-east peninsula.

DR BYRON: Yes, and trying to deal with half of that problem in isolation isn't
going to work.

MR GADD: Youcan'tdoit, and pretty much anything we do with respect to
heritage, there's usually an Aboriginal heritage component or relativity somewhere
involved.

DR BYRON: You mentioned in the submission and in your comments there that a
lot of built heritage places are in private ownership, particularly if you include
institutions like churches and that and banks as part of the private sector, and they've
been retained and maintained by people who own them because they thought it was
worth doing because they were using those buildings, and they perhaps continue to
adapt those buildings over time. But it was basically - I'm trying to sort of build up a
conceptual model of why buildings are kept and then why they suddenly stop being

kept.

So if the owner, whether it's a church or afarmer or a company, comes to the point
where the costs of maintaining the building are getting higher and higher or the
building no longer provides the sort of services they need - you know, it's not up to
modern standards, et cetera, they get to the point and say, "It's not worth my while to
continue to maintain this place." They might sell it to somebody elseif it wants to.
They might decide that it should be demolished for something else. Y ou could put
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better use on that land, et cetera, and that creates the tension between the public
interest and the private interest.

There's an implication that because previous generations have maintained a
building, we're obliged to. It's sort of a philosophical question, but a different
Interpretation would be each generation has used the building and changed it. This
could be - probably not this one, but some buildings over there that might be the
fourth or fifth building on that same block of land over the last 200 years.

MR GADD: But nonetheless they probably still represent some point in history or
some significance to some part of the community in that point.

DR BYRON: To try and come to a question, what proportion of the places need to
be sort of snap frozen in time as atime capsule, and what proportion of places might
continue to adapt and evolve as they have up to now?

MR GADD: I'mnot surel can put a percentage on that, and there would be both.
Certainly everything you say isright, and the other thing is legidative and statutory
requirements. Just recently in this state we've had a Building Act and Building Code
introduced which along with OH and S and all the other things - disability access and
things we've seen over the years - can have magjor implications again. In terms of
percentage, I’'m not sure. We have arange of both. But | guess| go back to the
comments before where we haven't had that development pressure for the last three
decades. Soinasense, alot of what's hereis actually beautifully preserved, more
often than not in an origina state.

DR BYRON: Becauseit's still being used.

MR GADD: Becauseit was either still being used or it was walked away from at
some point in time and just left, and then there's arange of adaptive reuse sort of
options; things like some of our old mills and things. Good examples are along the
Derwent River up towards the valley where they've been readapted into B and B's
and private homes and things like that. | don't know if you can add anything in terms
of the actual numbers.

MR ROMEY: | couldn't do that but | could quote an example of the dynamics of
that process. Recently | was at a site on the Tasman Peninsula which was the former
surgeon's house associated with the Saltwater River Probation Station, convict
probation station. It was built in the 1840s and the reasons it was there was that the
Port Arthur Authority does commit alot of especially in-kind resources and expertise
to assisting private owners with some of these places to conserve them. What had
happened with this particular place was that it had been - it hadn't changed hands
very often since the 1840s, and by and large, the families that had owned the house
never had the money to do much withiit.
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So what's happened recently isthat it's been sold to a family from Sydney, who
saw it advertised in the Australian in a colour magazine, for an incredible price
compared to Sydney real estate, and we're very fortunate in that this particular family
bought the place knowing it was what they wanted. They wanted an historic house
with viewsto die for, and they knew more or less what they were taking on. We're
now in the process or the family and their builder with our assistance is working on
that house and stripping away some - mainly doing alot of structural repairson it,
stripping away some of the accretions.

In the front wall there had been a window which was bricked up. When we
removed the plaster which alot of it was falling off anyway, the window frameis
still there because it was easier just to brick up the window for whatever reason than
to spend extra money and pull the window frame out and use more bricks and
whatever. So we have a dynamic there where conservation has been an unconscious
kind of processlargely driven by lack of funds. The critical moment came in that
particular process when the property was sold after being in the same family for
many years to somebody who knew what they were taking on and they want to do
the right thing.

So they got a grant with our assistance from the federal government through
the Cultural Heritage Grants Program and that house has now been adapted in the
sense - even though it was a house before, it was unliveable - as contemporary
residence, but all partiesinvolved are very confident that in that process, the values
that you would attribute to that place as meriting its conservation will be maintained.
So | use that case study to indicate afairly radical shift in the way that building is
being used and regarded. | think it'sfair to say the current owners probably value it
as a heritage item more than previous owners, but fortunately previous owners didn't
have the money to destroy the values that we are now so concerned with. Thiskind
of thing is happening alot. So as one dynamic disappears, another hopefully in
many cases productive and constructive process takes over.

MR GADD: | think part of the answer isin how we differentiate between local and
state and national significance in that maybe just to be a fine example of a piece of
architecture at a certain point of timeisasignificant issue at alocal level, but
perhaps it needs that broader context, that connection with history, that connection
with some prominent person or some community aspect that movesit to the next
level, and | see that as part of the solution asto how we differentiate. A lot of what
we've probably got in this stage, whilst it's significantly heritage, would probably on
that basis fall to the local level which would enable usto really concentrate on those
core assets at a state level and more so as you move up to national world heritage.

MR HINTON: Thanks, Neil. | add my thanksto Neil's thanks for participation by
the Tasmania government in our inquiry. Thank you very much for your
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participation today and your written submission. It's important to get that sort of
state government perspective on these issues, given the vital role that states play. |
have sort of arange of questions, some very broad - amost helicopter-like view -
others down quite detailed. So I'm going to try and start off with some of the broader
issues.

Thefirst oneisreally one of looking at where to in the sense that - or how to
go where we want to go to in the sense that there are alot of proposals around in
different jurisdictions and certainly our report will have a number of
recommendations, but because there are three tiers of government involved here,
there is afundamental question about how to progress these sorts of
recommendations. |'d welcome the Tasmanian government's perspective on that. |
have in mind for example is there a need to have a COAG meeting. Isthere aneed
to have an inter-governmental agreement across six states, two territories and the
Australian government that might progress these sorts of things that Neil and | have
been talking about around Australia with both private sector, public sector entities.
Do you have a Tasmanian government perspective on that sort of helicopter 1ook?

MR GADD: | think the short answer is yes, but from a Tasmanian perspective,
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their hand through the process. The resourcing side of thisisthe hard ask and I'm
working up an ask to go through the budget process this year. It's no ssmple solution.
It's not just a case of employing a heritage adviser for each council. In some cases
there might be co-funding heritage advisers with a council; it might be supplying a
heritage adviser from a pool to arange of councils; in some instances it might mean
we've got to actually put a project team in and then get them up and running. At the
same time we've got areview of our land use and planning appeals system
happening. So the timing is good to make sure what happens at that level isalso
reflected in the Heritage Act, and also through the local planning system.

MR HINTON: But taking that to the next step, if you've got the listing, you've
done the survey and those schedules are then addended to the planning requirements
of each local government area, there's still a system needed, how that actually gets
applied on the ground in terms of development applications, for example.

MR GADD: Thelocal government isthe front line and they're aways going to see
it - I would expect that maybe the Heritage Council at the state level would
potentially also have arole in dealing with some of those local issues where they're
not straightforward or they're not easily dealt with through those local planning
schedules.

MR HINTON: Not wanting to focus overly on that particular level of red life
application, isthere an inherent tension between making decisions at the local level
relative to say a statewide approach to a particular policy objective, in this case
heritage conservation? We have in some states some councils that are very pro
development, that istheir three priorities are jobs, jobs, jobs. Y ou raise questions of
heritage conservation as an objective, they say, "Well, our constituents aren't
interested, therefore they're not going to spend resources.” But if there is a state
government policy that the heritage objective isimportant, that would seem prima
facie to suggest some constraints, controls or guidelines or parameters imposed on
local governments to help pursue their heritage objective. Has Tasmania come to
gripswith - - -

MR GADD: Yes.

MR HINTON: That was arather oversmplification, but has Tasmania come to
grips with that tension?

MR GADD: Yes, we have and I'm reluctant to say that we're going to impose those
on local government because our next step in the processis now go and consult with
local government and flesh out what some of these resourcing issues are going to be.
In anideal world, you know - and I'm not that idealistic - we'll get broad agreement
and I'll be able to get a funding package out that addresses everybody's needs and
that we will accept that thisisabig part of Tasmania's future and everyone will pick
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up the responsibility and go withit. But | fully expect that there could be afive to
10-year strategy.

DR BYRON: On the question of lists, do you think there's a confusion out there in
the public - | was looking at some of the places that are on the State Heritage
Register and they're also on the register of the National Estate. They're also
classified by the National Trust of Tasmania. Do you think people out there get
confused by three different lists? | mean, we know there are other lists aswell.

MR GADD: Wséll, | do, so | wouldn't be surprised if they do. Unfortunately that's a
historical hangover which we also hope to address as part of thisreview as well.
Without pre-empting what might happen with the National Trust | would probably
strongly argue personally that there's no need potentially for that list to exist if we've
got the heritage register in such a condition that, you know, it addresses everybody's
needs.

MR HINTON: | had aquestion that falls more to your responsibilities, or certainly
the Tasmanian government responsibilities, and that is an issue for some states - and
some more than others - is their own buildings, that is they're in state government
ownership, they have varying degrees of heritage significance and of course they're
held across different portfolios within the state government. Can you give me afeel
for how Tasmaniais approaching that issue, because there are several issues inherent
in that sort of circumstance.

MR GADD: Yes, it'sproblematic. One of the hats| wear is director of National
Parks which is alarge owner of built heritagein this state. In fact we've become the
de facto managers of much of it over the years. It'sadifficult conflict. | mean, come
the budget process I'm arguing bricks and mortar up against waiting lists and people
who can't eat because they can't get teeth type issues. That's always the dilemma.
But we'vetried to do in recent times is highlight the economic spin-off of heritage
and the value to the brand, that is Tasmania. That has a direct economic impact. But
the other arguments we're working to build up are the impact that we have on the
community health and wellbeing and | don't think that can be underestimated. Most
government money is going into health and education these days - predominantly
health - and there's no end in sight really.

Y et the talk now is moving to, "Let's be more proactive. Let'stalk about
lifestyle. Let'stalk about encouraging people to eat right, exercise," those sorts of
things which ultimately have an impact on not only the health system but the justice
system and all sorts of areas. We're building the argument that our heritageis
becoming an integral part of our community. The National Trust example: |'ve got
lots and lots of elderly people come together around these historic houses and they
have fundraisers and they look after the gardens and they have committees within
committees. Ultimately that has got to be having an impact on their health and
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wellbeing and | think there's alot more awareness and recognition of that. People
are seeking out their heritage, they're seeking out their historic cultural heritage, and
it's those sorts of arguments that we've got to continue to push and it's a big ask when
you're dealing with - - -

MR HINTON: Do you think there would be benefits in the ownership and
responsibility for heritage properties owned by government to be put into the one
portfolio; that is, some states have buildings beyond their needs - whether they be
railway stations or post offices or schools - - -

DR BYRON: Court houses, police stations, old hospitals, hostel houses.

MR HINTON: But they have a heritage significance. Their particular portfolio -
as Nell has often put in hearings - has the pursuit of service delivery, not managing
heritage buildings. So they're quite happy to sell it off and let others worry about the
conservation issue associated with the heritage building. What sort of systems might
best be put in place to handle that efficiently?

MR GADD: W:éll, | think in principle it would be great to have one central
manager of all these assets but - as a potential repository for all those assets.

MR HINTON: I'm not that transparent, am |?

MR GADD: That would be a pointless thing to do unless you resourced me to look
after it. 1 run this argument with our natural resource al thetime: it'sal well and
good to go and lock up more and more land in this state and give it to meto be
responsible for, but if you don't hand me recurrent funds to look after it then I might
aswell go and put a match to it now - - -

DR BYRON: Exactly.

MR GADD: ---becauseit'sat risk. The principleis good because you could have
the expertise, and we've got Port Arthur and we've got most of those assets in this
umbrellanow, so | can tap into the conservation and archaeological expertise that
exists. But as| say, unless you're going to properly resource mefor it then you're
just compounding the problem really.

DR BYRON: My interest in that is one of the public knowing what they're paying
for through atransparent budgetary process. If the Tasmanian government says,
"Okay, we're going to put X million or 100 million into maintaining
government-owned historic buildings, we will do that explicitly and transparently. If
there's historic bridges we won't just bury that in the budget line for the Transport
Department, it comes out of the heritage line. If there's historic police stations or
court houses or schools or hospitals, we won't bury that in the health budget or the

12/8/05 Heritage 631 S. GADD and OTHERS



education budget.” They still belong to those departments but it becomes quite clear
that the state government on behalf of the citizens of the state is spending X hundred
million on maintaining government-owned heritage significant properties, rather than
just sort of burying it so that nobody actually knows where it's going or how much
we're paying for it. It'sasort of atransparency issue.

MR GADD: Yes, I think there would be benefits from a community awareness
point of view. The difficulty alwaysis, of course, that department heads will bury
thingsin their budgets and when it comes to negotiate how much it actually coststo
maintain the Richmond Bridge, I'm sure myself that that agency head had very
differing views.

MR HINTON: Doesn'tit also take you down another track - and speaking of
something you said earlier, Scott, and that's adaptive reuse, that isif a set of
buildings are surplus to requirements of a portfolio and if we all accept that
occupation is one of the best ways to ensure conservation, that would take you to the
track of, "Okay, surplusto needs, sell it off, let someone else own it and let them use
it but conserveit," that is, even though the use of course would no longer beitsinitial
use it would be adaptive reuse. Isn't that one of the key drivers and opportunitiesto
look at?

MR GADD: Itis, but you don't even haveto go asfar asto sell it off really, you
can leaseit. We've done actually that within Tally House which was costing my
department something in the vicinity of 8 to 10 thousand dollars a month to keep the
National Trust and the volunteers to keep the place open and alive. We've now been
ableto actually do a commercial lease arrangement with Gunns, whereby they've
taken ownership of the property. The volunteers are allowed to stay, the National
Trust are allowed to stay, they will continue to look after the house and grounds.
We've identified some surplus area within what are very substantial grounds where
Gunnsintend to develop awine distribution front-of-house type operation and also
link that back to a restaurant that serves mealsin the house.

So in that sense we've got a fantastic outcome. We've relieved the public
burden, we've preserved the volunteers and the local community interest, and we've
got a corporate sponsor that's prepared to take guardianship of the property for the
duration of the lease. At the end of that, the state gets back a maintained asset in
better nick than what we handed it over in.

DR BYRON: And you've till got public accessand - - -
MR GADD: Public accessisensured and ownership is still with the state
ultimately. There are opportunities also to sell, and in some cases these things are

better off in private ownership, but it doesn't always have to be that way. But
certainly adaptive reuse has to be the way we're thinking, and some properties are
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more suited to that than others. We have to be a bit more creative. We've got to go
beyond just conversion to arestaurant or a house, museum or whatever. We've got to
think about these sorts of opportunities that are out there, but we're also hamstrung

by the lack of big corporates in this state and the lack of philanthropic opportunities.

MR HINTON: | have one more question. It may open up another whole debate,
but let metry it anyway. It'sto do with, having just discussed public ownership,
private ownership. In particular I have in mind here a very important category,
residential ownership, houses in the hands of the individuals that own houses that are
of heritage value. Thisiswheretheloca government role is very significant and
there are significant tensions out there in a number of communities - alarge number
of communities - as to how the heritage objective is pursued relative to their own
perceptions about their house; they can do what they like with it, to coin a phrase.

The point that | wanted to raise with you is resolving that tension is very
difficult, and one way to do it is to have transparent systems and certainty and know
therules, in effect. But it also has been put to us by some interested parties that these
Issues are so complex that maybe a simple system is needed, and a simple system
would beright of veto; that is, if the owner of the house says, "No, | don't want to be
listed,” end of story. If the owner of the house says, "Yes, | want to be listed,” it then
gets captured or caught up in the system of heritage overlays for planning purposes
of whatever. Can you give me afeel for what your views here in Tasmania might be
to that sort of idea?

MR GADD: Thething that strikes me immediately about that model isit would be
probably open to abuse by unscrupulous devel opers, and we know there are a couple
out there. | mean, if it was down to the ownership of the house, there would be
nothing to stop me just buying the whole block and exercising my right of veto, and
the C.H. Smith at Launceston isaclassic example. It'savery controversial heritage
Issue at the moment.

MR HINTON: Not quite residential, though. | was quite deliberately choosing - - -
MR GADD: No, that'strue. That is CBD, but ultimately it will have residential
components if the development goes ahead. But there would be nothing stopping
somebody coming in and just buying up a street of houses or whatever and then

saying, "WEell, I'm going to do what | like."

MR HINTON: They'd still be subject the planning requirements, the zoning
requirements of that land. The development authority - - -

MR GADD: Yes. If they had been done under the heritage listing, though, then
potentially there would be less consideration of the heritage issues.
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MR HINTON: Yes, that'sthe construction.
MR GADD: Sol'd seethat asanegative.

MR ROMEY: | think it's essential that heritage is seen as part of the planning
process. It's not a separate process, and increasingly it is being incorporated into the
planning process in many places. It had generic LEPs and heritage LEPs. They're
now being combined into one LEP, which look at all aspects of environmental
amenity, including heritage. 1 think you used an example of Battery Point before, a
cottage on Battery Point. | don't think that there's any doubt that the sought-after
gualities that Battery Point has are largely due to the baseline retention of so many of
the properties there in some kind of original form that collectively create the
character that people want. They want to live there for that reason.

If individual owners had been left with the choice - I'm talking about recent
times - again you have to look at the economic history here where owners didn't
demolish houses before because they couldn't afford to. But now they're not allowed
to, and one reason you're not alowed to is because the community values the
character of that place, and if they can afford to they will buy one and live there. I'm
not saying you can draw that analogy to every community and every suburb and so
on, but in aplace like Battery Point it's unarguable that the gravity of retained
character due to heritage is amajor factor in the amenity of the area and the value of
the area.

MR GADD: | think part of the solution is probably we could place alittle less
emphasis on enforcement and more on education and creating that awareness about
the values of heritage and explaining to people what we know, what are research tells
us, that is, people are seeking it out. It isincreasingly valued, and there are other
benefits, social and economic.

MR HINTON: Takeit astep further, the example being of demolition not by direct
action but demolition by neglect. Does that, given the sort of approach you've just
described to me, therefore warrant government intervention to address demolition by
neglect?

MR GADD: | think there will always be those examples, and a couple spring to
mind immediately, so | said less emphasis on enforcement, but | do think ultimately
you've got to have those levers up your sleeve.

DR BYRON: We've made headway into my question about listing places. A cynic
said to us once that the lists have changed from being alist of places that have been
saved by listing to "alist of places that we would have liked to have saved but now
we're just watching them decay”, because putting something on alist doesn't fix the
hole in the roof, it doesn't stop the rising damp, it doesn't mean that the old woodshed
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or mud brick place, whatever, is physically going to be conserved. One of the
implications that came out of that is that whoever puts something on alist, whether
it'sanational list or astate list, not only should have a conservation management
plan, which | think is now normal, but that should cover the question, "And how is
all thisgoing to be paid for?' because unless we know who's going to pay the
expenses, it may well become alist of placesthat are slowly falling apart - or have |
overstated that?

MR GADD: No, | think that's accurate. To some degreeit is, but I'm not sure how
you actually deliver and guarantee the outcomes.

DR BYRON: You were saying there hasto be education as well as regulation. |
was about to interrupt and say "and incentives’, and you've already talked about
rebates and grants and revolving funds and those sorts of things - but | think using all
the policy instruments available, not just relying on regulation, because having a
planning control to prevent demolition may not work on the demolition by neglect
category.

MR GADD: Yes. We can issue noticesto repair, but that doesn't work if
somebody hasn't got any money, like Farmer Joe, whose barnisfalling down. That's
pointless.

DR BYRON: Yes, or the company has aready gone broke.

MR GADD: But where we can go out there and say, "Do you know that if this was
registered you could apply for agrant and we'll give you one dollar for every four
you have to spend” or whatever it is, "and at the same time here's Freddy Smith,
heritage adviser. He can help you with the planning process,” you might get there.

DR BYRON: Thisisgetting back to what Tony was saying about a sort of aquid
pro quo and where people actually see areason - that it'sin their interests to be listed
because - - -

MR GADD: Thisiswhy | say education awareness, and it's a'so promotion of the
good outcomes. It's also holding up the icons - "Here's this expertise, and ultimately
did you know you could actually tap into some of that expertise and maybe get a
grant?'

DR BYRON: Inview of the time, we're going to have to move on, but is there
anything that any of the four of you would like to say by way of closing? I'm sure
that there's a hundred other topics that we could have covered as well.

MR GADD: I'msurel've said enough.
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MSLEWIS: No, nothing to add.
MR HINTON: Thank you for your time.

DR BYRON: Thank you very much for your time and for coming today. Next up
we've got the representatives of the National Trust of Australia, Tasmania.
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DR BYRON: Thank you very much for coming. If each of you could introduce
yourselves for the transcript so they can recognise the voices when we're talking
later. Thank you for the written submission which Tony and | have both read with
great interest. 1f you could briefly summarise the highlights, the main points that you
wanted to emphasise for us, then we'd like to talk with you about the submission.
Thanks for coming.

DR MYHILL: Thank you very much. Thank you for the opportunity to. I'm
Marion Myhill. I'm the immediate past president of the National Trust and a member
of the government advisory committee on the National Trust at the moment.

MS CHAPMAN: I'm Jennie Chapman and I'm the state promotions officer and
liaison officer for the properties.

DR MYHILL: Thank you. Areyou happy for meto lead off and summarise
essentially our position?

DR BYRON: Yes, please. Thank you.

DR MYHILL: I think you have to read our submission in line with the ACNT
submission which is rather more voluminous than ours, but for that reason, we were
spinning off that as an extension and | would like though to pull out from that and
also from some other general documents what we see as being our line essentially in
this particular issue. | don't know that it'simportant - | think it'simportant but | think
you'd be aware of therole of the National Trust in Tasmania over the last 40 years,
and it was interesting listening to the last speakers that if one thought of

Battery Point 40 or something years ago, | think we should give ourselves something
of apat on the back to the fact that it'sthere. It has been the role of community
groups that have coalesced around the trust that alot of that heritage that we now
think of as commonsense that we should be keeping was initiated, the idea of
keeping it was initiated and the action in actually keeping it was initiated largely by
groups that coalesced, as | said, around the trust. So | think we have aways had
something of both an action but also an educative role, and | think that has now
become part of both legislation but also tourism and other views that see it asan
asset rather than a problem, and | think that would be the line that we would wish to
take in broad terms.

Our perspective is from the not-for-profit sector, the community perspective,
the view that there are concerned citizens who put their time, their energy and their
funding into a public good that the consider to be important, partly for the sort of
reasons that have been mentioned aready, partly for the buildings themselves but
also for arange of other - it's called "lifestyle" now, but | think it's wellbeing, cultural
and other benefits that are broader than just the bricks and mortar.
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| think the third point that | might make is that we would consider that the
government really needs to take a strong leadership role - government at all levels -
at this stage. We've done areally good job, but there are financial issues now which
are beyond the capacity of acommunity based organisation to continue funding.
Built heritages have become something of a Cinderellaareaand | was interested to
hear the previous one where you come third, a slow and long third after health and
education. It was pleasing to hear that there is a glimmer there that it is actually
linked to health and education and | think that's a good point, but we're still waiting
for the handsome prince to come along to pop us up into a much more prominent
position and I'm hoping that you areit. We're relying on you.

| think we should also look at our submission in the light of - and we've been
particularly interested in the UK model whichisif you read the documents from The
Power of Place onwards in 1999, but there's also much more recent ones like Tessa
Jowell's position paper, as the government minister, called Better Placesto Live.
There are sort of half a dozen documents that have come out of the UK through both
English Heritage and the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, that they're
positioning heritage much more up-front and are taking a much more active role in
government taking aline. | just looked at the action of the government coming out
of The Power of Place and it's very clear on what government's role should be and it's
not just a supportive role, it's very much aleadership role in terms of funding and
taking regular action in both their own properties and also facilitating heritage
organisations and local governments and owners. | think we've seen that as a model
that we should all look very seriously at in terms of the way that the community
groups, government at al levels and private owners might well work together in a
positive way.

Clearly there's avalue to heritage in Tasmania, and I'll take that as a particular
case rather than just the general casein Australia. | mean, Tasmaniain particular is,
by virtue of, I'd have to say, positive action but also by positive neglect, | suppose
you'd have to say in an economic sense, a place where we have arepository of avery
large number of listed heritage and a very large number of heritage that is yet to be
listed. | think that's both its advantage and its disadvantage. It's alarge repository of
socia capital, you'd have to say, if you want to look at it in those terms, and it's also
aplace now, because of their attention of the built heritage to such an extent that it is
aplace which lends itself to clear identification of what, certainly in acertain period
of Tasmania, isits clear distinctive identity.

But the identity from our perspective isnot for the odd icon, itisall of it. Itis
the fact that it's like no one tooth is any more important than any other, you need the
lot to eat well. Our view would be also that it's the fact that there's intact multiplicity
of small heritage properties as well as the main icons that creates a whole of state
heritage situation. If you looked at villages like Evandale, Richmond, to take two
clear examples, it's not just a matter of one-on-one decision-making about particul ar
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buildings, it al needsto be there to create the identity and the cultural capital that
that provides, not just for the people that live there but for the tourism industry in
Tasmaniaaswell. Who would want to have alook at one building? Y ou go there
for the aggregate ambience of a heritage area. So our argument would be that icons
are good but you need more than icons to create a cultural identity. It'sthe saving of
the small and the aggregate that is an important aspect of this, rather than asingle
heritage property.

So we talked about sense of place, we talked about national identity, we're
talking about local identity, we're talking about the opportunities that Tasmaniain
particular provides for the country because of its intactness, and we're saying of
course that it's under-resourced. It's under-resourced because the numbers suggest
that we've got 30 per cent of the listed heritage and we've got 3 per cent of the
population, and that doesn't create a very economically advantageous situation that
anybody could work at. So that's why we in particular are interested in promoting an
alternative or a better vision for funding of heritage and to make it much more
mainstream, because a state the size of Tasmania and an organisation the size of the
National Trust can't do it all alone. It should be seen as a national asset aswell asa
local asset.

The tourism value | have mentioned. Clearly, tourism is an important aspect of
our economy, Australiaas well as Tasmania. If you look at the UK example, | think
they're the example par excellence in the English-speaking countries who have
turned buildings right across the country into tourism assets, but with considerable
strategic thought and also funding. While the main icons - and perhapsif you read
The Power of Place - it's clear that there are something like 10 iconic properties
around the country that account for something like $70 million worth of tourism, the
point that we made there too is that while they're sort of the key attractants, it's the
surrounds that are equally important.

The Tower of London | think isthe most visited sitein the UK, but if it was on
itsown, in asense, if London had only the Tower of London, you would have to
argue that it would be curiosity value but its heritage value would be much
diminished, and | think you'd have to say that for all theiconic - possibly not
Stonehenge but the rest, | think you might argue, need the surrounding site. They
also provide tourism in adirect sense, but clearly what they also provideisthe
opportunity for accommodation and the sort of allied aspects of tourism that you've
got to stay there. | think that would be our view too, that maybe there are one or two
iconic propertiesin a state, but you need the aggregation to bring peoplein to see the
whole state as being a place that has an economic benefit. It's not just one particular
place. You haveto have arange of places. Aspeoplein tourism tell me, when they
get off the boat, you want them to turn right as well asto turn left. To turnright as
well as left, you have to have something to see, something to do, somewhere to stay,
somewhere to eat. It hasto be acombination, and heritage can be a pull factor in all
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of that.

So we would argue that firstly, heritageisagood in its own sense. It'san
intrinsic good, it's a public good. It's aso an economic good by dint of the tourism
aspects and then it's a public good by dint of the fact that if you keep a sufficient
number of heritage places, then it also encourages skilled trades. There'san
economic aspect in terms of employment in that it keeps alive certain kinds of skilled
trades which wouldn't be viable for one property but are viable for arange of
properties that might call on that particular skill. Inlight of the Australian technical
colleges concept, we would be pushing that skilled trades in the kind of heritage area
might well be considered to be one of the apprenticeship areas that could be
developed under the ATNC model which would be a good aspect and devel opment.
But there needs to be a concentration and a volume of work for peopleto trainin
those apprenticeship areas, seek experience and also seek employment afterwards.

I've mentioned that we have 30 per cent of the heritage of the nation and
3 per cent of the population of the nation. | think that's the sort of statistic that we
need in Tasmaniato keep in mind because it's the thing that concentrates both the
fact that we have the asset - it's the small population and the lack of growth in an
economic sense which created the asset - but the obverse side of that coinisthat it's
also created the funding problem and that's why we need | think to see our heritage
as both local, state but also national, and therefore governments at all those levelsto
have a strong role in supporting that. It's not doable from the bottom up.

| was interested in your question about private ownership. It's the sameissue
there, that if you look at rural heritage - and Jennie will mention that in a moment -
the farmers haven't got the capacity, given the economic downturn to the farming
industry - for the cultural industry to maintain properties in the way they may once
have done. Soit's coalesced in a particular kind of way. We've always got |ots of
volunteers and | think if we added - and Jenny has done the financial homework on
that but we've got something like 55,000-odd hours of volunteerism in ayear. If you
equated that into salaries we are putting a significant amount of in kind support into
the community which, if we didn't do it somebody would have to pick it up and pay
people a weekly wage and that would | think make it rather prohibitive and adifficult
situation. So we are in a sense hiding some of the costs in maintaining heritage by
our volunteer force which isdoing it for the benefit of the community at large.

But we should also say that our volunteer groups are in the retiree age group,
so if you were looking five to 10 years down the track it would be interesting to see
where this equivalent number of people would come from, because the surveys seem
to suggest that people under retirement age are no longer interested in regular
volunteering into these sort of activities, and people over 55 are lessinterested in
volunteering too on aregular basis because they've got a mobile phone and they're
looking for a bit of travel, but the lifestyle of peoplein that early retiree age group
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now is not consistent with serving as a volunteer every Monday or whatever in a
heritage property and that | think is something which is a hidden issue that's going to
arise but relatively soon.

We've worked on the basis of having an unpaid workforce for alarge part of
keeping these properties and volunteer expertise. But | think the chances of that
continuing into the future are going to be relatively slim. In terms of the houses we
have open, clearly the house museum isonits - | was going to say on its last legs but
that's perhaps not quite the way to put it. House museums are in themselves a
heritage item and we are consistently and quite rightly under pressure to reinterpret
our propertiesin arather more sophisticated and contemporary way. If you look
once again at the UK that's done strategically but picking properties to identify
particular periods or particular architectural styles or whatever. We would like to do
the same but once again it requires expertise and it requires significant funding to
turn what we have now is the like the low-cost option into something which is rather
more visitable and contemporary in its presentation.

On top of that we have the issue of disability access which we have been
grappling with in various ways but which again is not something that sits easily with
the fabric or design of a heritage property, and while we would like to encourage
more visitors to our properties, if we have to create disability access - it's not that we
don't want to but just to do that is a rather more significant prospect than it would be
in new properties where it's built into the architecture. So there are a number of
reasons why we've done well, we're continuing to do well would be my summary of
it, but we can see ahead that there are significant factors which would make it less
possibleto do it as well as we would want to.

If you looked at some of the other documentation you'll see that every one of
the properties that is relying on visitor numbers to support it and membership of the
trust to support it, they are not economically viable in the short to long term.

DR BYRON: But that'sbasically true all over Australia, | think.
DR MYHILL: I'msurethatis.

DR BYRON: All the National Trusts are telling us the same thing. It'snot a
uniquely Tasmanian situation.

DR MYHILL: | agreewith that but the difference | think elsewhere - and | mean
the trust is a nationwide movement but it still operates separately by state. | think the
difference you'll find in a state like New South Wales, which would be the obvious
comparator example, isthat - the population of New South Wales you'll haveto tell
me, but it's more than 3 per cent of the national population. Also the difficulty we
find here in a state like Tasmaniais the lack of sponsorship dollars that are available
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because the headquarters are absolutely empty - company-wiseisin New South
Wales. The sponsorship funding tends to go to the properties in New South Wales
because of the nature they assume - well, they're in the city areabasically and it
doesn't filter through to the other states under our current structure.

| mean 3 per cent of the population - | don't know how many really. | can't
think of amultinational that's got a headquartersin Tasmania. If you think of
somebody let me know but it just doesn't happen. So that sort of subsidiary funding
that you might well require - and plus | have to say if you look at the demographics
of Tasmania, which is the other thing, not just the numbers but the demographics, |
don't know how many people would be here on some kind of a pension but you'd
have to suggest it would be higher pro rata than it would be in New South Wales or
Victoria, or probably the other states perhaps with the exception of the Northern
Territory. But thisis a population where the demographics are much more skewed
than they are el sewhere and the capacity to pay would be much lower, or the capacity
to find private support for heritage would be much lower than anywhere else that |
can think of off the top of my head.

Western Australiaisin adifferent situation from us because there's alot more
sort of private money and large projects around that you can apply for that you can
use to spin off some of the heritage projects. Victoriaand New South Wales have
got strong Melbourne and Sydney based populations which are prepared to support
heritage to some extent. We'rein a unique situation from that point of view, a small
population and particular demographics, and related to the business sector, a
relatively small number of large sized businesses that would have the capacity to

pay.

DR BYRON: Jennie.

MSCHAPMAN: Well, broadly | would agree with Marion in terms of the fact that
we do have only 478,000 people in the state that are resident Tasmanians. On top of
that we've got some 780,000 visitors to the state. So tourism is becoming - and
certainly is- agrowth industry for Tasmania, and heritage is very much a part of that
growth and focus by Tourism Tasmania. It would seem that because of the volume
of heritage places in Tasmania, both listed and unlisted, they're athreat to themselves
in the sense in that there's not enough funding and support mechanisms for people to
be able to address the conservation factor and also to address the regulation system
that exists.

It'saway of somehow not only educating the community but easing processes
inthat sense. 1'd like to highlight the rural sector in private ownership. Marion has
mentioned the fact that the viability of farmsis an issue and is going to become more
and more so. Obviously with recent drives of Tasmanians up to Sydney and
Canberrait's going to get considerably worse. But there are alarge quantity of
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heritage places that are registered that are in private ownership. We talk about
market failure, and certainly in your issues paper, market failureis raised a number
of times. | think here we certainly have an issue of market failure. If you take in the
barns, the exterior buildings, the odd farm cottages, the shearing sheds, all those
buildings are of significance to the country and to the state.

In the case of the shearing sheds we're regularly seeing the farmer actually
building a new iron shed as opposed to fixing up his old shed. | think that it'san
education problem but also too | think it's an issue of perhaps they're worried about
the regulations that they might have to confront in actually dealing with modifying or
adapting their shed to current use, so they bypassit and actually build a new one and
it solves the problem. The old shed sits there and slowly disintegrates. How do we
fix this? I'm not sure that grants are the only way to go. | have afeeling that perhaps
If there was some form of funding structure on alow interest rate arrangement
outside of bank loans, that may be the way to address the situation, where they're
accepting the regulations and terms of the conservation of the shearing shed but in
turn if they choose to sell it on, what is the scenario if they receive a grant.

It seems to me there are questions that need to be addressed in that areato
make it easier for them and aso to, at the end of the day, conserve those heritage
places, the same as the cottages. We have travelled around - and | know you have -
there many on-farm tourism accommodation cottages now. Obviously they're now
being used as buildings on aregular basis, so it's helping to maintain them and it's
also adding revenue back to the farm. So that's a positive outcome but in the case of
the shearing sheds, and of course Australia's wealth originally came from the
shearing sheds, perhaps we need to look at some sort of thematic funding for specific
processes and apply them to such buildings - outback heritage. Y ou can think of
mining landscapes, you know, there's so much. The west coast herein Tasmania as
well with the mining heritage that's there and is now just sitting derelict. They'real
areas that need to be addressed and who's going to pick it up and run with it.

DR BYRON: Industrial heritage generally - and | guess shearing sheds are just a
subset of that - but it could be steam engines or old railways and wooden bridges.
Industrial technology that is now sort of obsolete or redundant which has heritage
values but is no longer worthwhile for the current owner to continue to maintain it
and use it, they would rather have a shiny new one, you know, it's hard to see what
the adaptive reuse potential isfor an old timber bridge or a shearing shed or an old
gasometer or something.

MSCHAPMAN: That'sright. The sustainability and viability factors don't
necessarily always come into play, do they?

DR BYRON: The owners of properties like that who basically said, "Well, the old
oneisjust getting too expensive to maintain and it doesn't do the job to the standard
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that's now required,” it seems to me the question is what would society have to offer
him to change the balance of the equation so that he says, "Okay, on that basis it
would be worth my while to persist with this or to put more money into maintaining
it," or to accept that, "It's alower standard of service than | could get out of the shiny
new one but I'll continue with the old one because" - whatever. It seemsto me that
the challenge isto work out and then negotiate that sort of - - -

MSCHAPMAN: Andyou go and talk to any farmer and they'll tell you wonderful
stories about what happened in their sheds or in their cottages or whatever on the
farm, but it'sall - - -

MR HINTON: Can we just stay on thistopic for amoment. | have afollow-up - |
was going to ask you a question - - -

DR BYRON: | think I interrupted Jennie.
MR HINTON: Jennie, have you finished?

MSCHAPMAN: WEell, | can go on to the trust perspective in amoment but we
could talk rural if you like.

MR HINTON: | wasgoing to be the devil's advocate for amoment. Neil'sraising
aquestion of incentivesto get afarmer to retain it, rather than build something else
in the shearing shed. But the question to my mind is, what is the significance of that
building that warrants intervention by government to conserveit; that is, you say it
has wonderful old stories. Retaining that particular building, are you going to retain
them all; are you going to retain a subset of them; are you going to retain a couple of
them in Tasmania, a couplein New South Wales? What system are we going to
have? Surely we can't retain them all.

MSCHAPMAN: No, | agree with that. It's the same for the trust in terms of our
lobbying for existing funding. Our properties are already recognised on al the
registers.

MR HINTON: WEe'll come back to that, I'm really getting to the - - -

MS CHAPMAN: No, but the properties, like the rural industry properties, some
have high significance registration, some don't. Obviously | think there hasto be a
priority structure there in terms of the funding and how you addressit. You go to
Woolmers Estate, you see an 1819 shearing shed; you go to Clarendon, you see a
shearing shed standing there that can tell a marvellous story, but at the moment you
can't access the building because we just cannot get the money to fix it. It'sthe
balance of how there's the issue of available funds - and | do see adifference
between the grant process for the not-for-profit sector and the private sector, because
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often the private sector may not be the long-term owner of that property. So how at
the end of the day, if they've got the grant process, is that going to be dealt with,
whereasif it was on aloan arrangement - - -

DR BYRON: Conservation provenance on the title?

MSCHAPMAN: Possibly, yes. No different from natural heritage. They
knowingly are entering into an arrangement there which is certainly going to have
ramifications but it's an incentive for them.

MR HINTON: Demoalition by neglect.

DR MYHILL: That wasagood issue, inasense. | think you have to have the
incentive as well as the regulation because people have got to want to doit. | think
it's partly the individual, it's also partly - there has to be some leadership being shown
| think here and some strategic leadership shown. It'sall very well to leave
organisations like the National Trust to keep identifying the new evolutions of
heritage, but you need to have a broader perspective that starts before the shearing
sheds start falling down. | mean, Jennie reminded me of the example, if we drove
past Ross there's a shearing shed that every time | drove down that road you sort of
weep because it's sinking further and further into the ground. Now, it may not be the
one that you would necessarily want to keep but - - -

MR HINTON: That was behind my question: why that one?

DR MYHILL: It might bethat one becauseit'sthere. It'savery public one and
you might want to do it, but the point is, at some point there has to be some kind of
strategic approach to deciding what might be there, but at the moment it's coming
from a push to do it and then you're having a problem now, the farmers used to once
take great pride in keeping al the heritage going because there could be four or five
generations worth of ownership of a particular property and they would take it upon
themselves. But as Jennieis pointing out, there's an economic imperative that takes
the funding away from something like that into other areas. It'strying to find away
to give the incentive back to them looking after their properties, rather than letting
them fall down to such an extent that it's too expensive to resurrect them.

MR HINTON: Sorry, | diverted Jennie- - -
MSCHAPMAN: That'sal right.
MR HINTON: Jennie, are you going to say some more words about the trust?

MSCHAPMAN: Yes. | didwant to just use Clarendon as the example in terms of
one of our trust properties, but obviously the scenario is pretty similar for all. But if
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MS CHAPMAN: | think thereis no harm in the independent view. We don't have
the statutory powers that the Heritage Council have, and | think that in the future, the
Tasmanian trust will probably work more in sync with what the Heritage Council is
actually doing and with development applications specifically. But | can see no
harm in an independent voice if it's representative of a community sector of
Launceston, Hobart or wherever, and the trust is putting up their hand for that
particular issue.

MR HINTON: As part of the consultative process with community. |sthat what
you had in mind?

MSCHAPMAN: That'sright.
MR HINTON: Rather than aformal views obtained and approval given process.
MSCHAPMAN: Yes.

MR HINTON: That'swhat you see coming out of the review of the Historic
Heritage Cultural Act.

MS CHAPMAN: | think that's also, too - historically that's what the trust grew
from; concerns of the community in the development of Sydney Harbour or Port
Melbourne.

DR BYRON: But the landscape has changed a great deal in the last 40 or
50 years- - -

MSCHAPMAN: It has.

DR BYRON: - - - because then there were no state heritage agencies or state
heritage councils. There was no statutory listing, and it seems to me that the context
in which the trusts operate has changed greatly in the last 30, 40, 50 years, and I'm
getting the feeling that most of the National Trustsin each state are trying to develop
their new identity and a new niche in this new framework.

MSCHAPMAN: Yes.

DR BYRON: InWestern Australial think they're in the process of getting the act
of parliament that gives them a specia imprimatur repealed because it was getting in
the way, and they're going to be a company limited by guarantee.

MR HINTON: So you would see after the review of the act and the Tasmanian

system has been reformed that there would be no need for your own National Trust
list herein Australia.
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MSCHAPMAN: That wasinteresting to hear that this morning | think. Once
again | think it's certainly alist that we refer to as an organisation in terms of our
own awareness of heritage in the state, and | don't know whether Marion has other
views on that.

DR MYHILL: No. I think the question comes down to leadership and the
vanguard in these things, and | think we would always wish to have some listing role
in the sense that somebody has got to go the next step constantly. 19th century has
been done quite well. The 20th century is till barely touched, and to some extent the
19th century part that has been done, it's reasonably comprehensive, but there are
other things that we have yet to look at, and | think what an organisation like ours
doesis have that capacity to look ahead, take the next step and act as akind of
educative body in terms of where - whereas government agencies tend to act on what
is, we're looking forward in terms of what might be.

MR HINTON: Butif thelist that gets established that has national significance and
had state significance and local significance and lovely criteriathat bring integrity
and robustness and rigour to that system, that implies certainly to me that it isnot a
static list. Infact it isreviewed such that things can come off and things can come
on. That suggests to me with that sort of construct it would be rather confusing to
have another organisation here in Tasmanialike the National Trust running its own
list. That would not preclude the trust being actively engaged in contact,
communication and consultation with those who maintain the rigorous list and giving
views what should come off, what should come on. On the contrary | would have
thought it would be essential that the trust be part of that process.

But | would have thought having another list primafacie suggests to meto be
(a) confusing, (b) adegree of complexity, using your scarce resources
Inappropriately and not good governance.

MSCHAPMAN: | haveto say in Tasmania, | mean, our list was provided to the
Heritage Council for the foundation of their database. So in actua fact, the list we're
talking about is pretty much the samein this instance but | think because that list was
developed by an enormous volunteer capacity, within the community there's a certain
resentment that the information was handed over to be used with the powers which
then put the trust in this quandary-type situation. So it is still amatter of evolving
and resolving these issuesin my view, but | still can see no harm in an independent
voice, and | think it's a good counter-balance to other strengths.

MR HINTON: We'renot likely to leave here today with me suggesting otherwise.

DR BYRON: Of course there's nothing to stop anybody or any group of people
from developing their own list of anything. It'sjust how much credibility it's given
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or whether it's- - -
MSCHAPMAN: That'sright.

DR MYHILL: | think what people have got to seeit asis aplusrather than a
minus. | mean the fact that people are actually interested in constantly looking at
what else, what next, what else is an important source of creative energy | would
have thought and should be regarded quite sensibly. What they're working on at the
moment islists that are already in existence, but as| said, there'salot that hasn't
been looked at.

DR BYRON: | thought initially when we started thisinquiry that | was the only
one who didn't really understand the differences between Register of National Estate,
state heritage list and National Trust listing. But I'd say rather than being half a
dozen of us who don't understand, there's probably half a dozen of you who do. But
there's an awful lot of submissions we've received from people who thought, "But
our place has been classified by the National Trust. How can you say it doesn't have
statutory protection?' It doesn't, I'm sorry, or "Our placeis on the Register of the
National Estate, but” - well, you know, Register of National Estate never did confer”
et cetera. | shouldn't be surprised at how many people are confused because | myself
was ignorant.

MS CHAPMAN: And it hasbeen - well, in Tasmania, it's only been seven or
eight years that there's been this process of change, but there's certainly | think a
huge amount of education that needs to be done to the private sector in terms of if
they do own a heritage place, where do they go for information and how do they
source easy steps to see them through their development application for the
modification of their building. That is seriously lacking. It isone thing to have a
regulation system and say, "We're here with a stick and we're going to tell you how
todoit," of course someoneis going to rebel unlessthere's- - -

MR HINTON: Consultation.
MSCHAPMAN: Yes

MR HINTON: Theresareview going on herein Tasmania- areview of the act -
and early next year we're going to have progress there, but we also get the impression
that a number of the state National Trusts are also re-examining how they fitinto
this emerging different system, national, state, territory, local government, that is not
necessarily reinventing themselves, but certainly examining themselves asto what is
their niche, what istheir particular expertise, what istheir role for the period ahead in
the different system.

Presumably those National Trust aspects can be done through contact with
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your counterparts in states and territories to in fact get a synthesised way forward as
to how the trust here in Tasmaniawill look relative to what it has looked like.

MSCHAPMAN: Eventhegrant and aid process, too - the future for grant and aid
and the funding for grant and aid, there's that shift there, too, which is calling into
account areason for the trusts to look at the way they're focusing on this specifically.
SO - yes.

DR MYHILL: Butto takeup that point. Can| just take the point about the trust.
Thereis a sense in which we are becoming more nationa in the sense that
discussions are going on in a more national way than they have perhaps before, but |
think that also there would aways be the feeling that there's not one template that fits
every state trust because we al, with varying degrees, believe ourselves to have
unique differences. So while there might be some general areas of commonality |
guess, | think the general ethos would be however that each trust has a somewhat
different solution to theissue. Some trusts, as| think you pointed out before, have
got more properties than others. Some trusts have got relatively few properties|
think that they handle, and they don't quite see their role as being as much in that
area as in perhaps some other - advocacy or education.

| think there won't be the same answer in every state, but there will be an
examination of the relative role definition in each of the states, and | would also
suspect that there might well be some more cross-referencing in terms of - you know,
some activities like magazines and things - sort of informational, educational areas
where we're al trying to work quite hard on that, but they're quite expensive ways of
going about it. | think there's a strong sense in every trust that there are clearly sort
of benefits of identity in terms of each state's heritage package, and that while there
are national aspects, there are clearly issues that are very much more sort of state
based as well and they would want to keep that flavour through it.

MR HINTON: I'm hoping that your pessimism about the ageing membership of
the trust will be countered by the fact to some extent at least that the population of
Australiais ageing; that is the numbers who are traditionally volunteers, the ol der
age group, are going to be in absolute terms larger. Therefore a smaller proportion of
the larger number may in fact be an increase for you.

DR MYHILL: That'savery positive way of looking at it. Perhaps we could have
branches in the retirement villages; recruiting areas.

MR HINTON: Fliersin departments and large employer locations saying, "If you
are leaving work, here's an aternative activity."

DR MYHILL: | haveto say that it's only recently when we were examining this
really that you start to look at what - we've tended to see the volunteers as sort of
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providing person hoursin terms of properties, but there is the other side of it whichis
they do it because they enjoy it and it's not just for the heritage. Itisalso for the
social and other activities, and so | think we probably should put in for health grants|
think aswell. We've done avery good job | think in keeping alot of people very
activeand - - -

MR HINTON: Out of nursing homes.
DR MYHILL: Yes, sol think we should be funded for that, too.
DR BYRON: | think we're going to have to move on in view of thetime, but is

there anything urgent or desperate that we haven't covered, because | would like to
close up.

DR MYHILL: Weéll, itisanever-ending story, but | think that unless you have
anything further for us, we've probably in the documents given areasonable
indication of where we are and where we would like to be.

MR HINTON: Thanks very much.

DR BYRON: Thank you very much. We might just adjourn until 20 past for a
quick cup of tea. Thank you very much, ladies and gentlemen.

12/8/05 Heritage 656 M. MYHILL andJ CHAPMAN



DR BYRON: Thank you very much for coming, gentlemen. If you could each
introduce yourselves for the transcript and then if you could take us through the
highlights of your written submission. Thank you very much for that.

MR LENNARD: I'm Brendan Lennard. I'm the council's cultural heritage officer
and with meis Peter Curtis, who's the director development and environmental
services with the Hobart City Council. We provided a submission to the
Commission on 29 July. We made the point that it hadn't been formally endorsed by
council. Itisactually going to the full council on Monday night, 15 August. It went
to a committee meeting of the full council last week, where they recommended that it
be endorsed, so it'slikely that it will in fact form the council'sview. So if there are
any modifications we'll impart those to the Commission in due course.

| guess the thrust of our submission is to advise the Productivity Commission
how the council involvesitself in cultural heritage issues, how it seesitsrole, how it
deals with that strategically, how it deals with it in a statutory sense, make some
observations about some of the current issues that exist. A lot of the issuesrelate to
the council's interaction particularly with the state government rather than the
Australian government, and to some extent this submission has drawn pretty much
on council's policies and council's sort of interaction with the state government over
recent years, and there obviously has been an issue in relation to the Historic Cultural
Heritage Act. It was interesting having the opportunity of sitting through the
government's presentation this morning.

We are aware that the Tasmanian government is addressing the various issues
of the Historical Cultural Heritage Act, and | think the council takes some comfort in
that. There will be some issues that the council will have to | guess addressin
relation to potential modifications that the Tasmanian government makesin relation
to this question of state heritage listing and local heritage listing. Just to go to that
particular point, council's current feeling on the matter isthat it would be alot easier
if therewas just onelist. Infact, when the Heritage Council formed itslist in 1997 it
was enshrined in the act that they would look at the National Trust list, they would
look at the lists of the Hobart City Council and Launceston City Council and compile
the new Tasmanian Heritage Register from those existing lists, and that's pretty much
what they did. Provided those places met their criteria, they compiled the Tasmanian
Heritage Register from the existing lists. So that's how it exists at the moment.

DR BYRON: Would it have to be the sum of all thoselists or could it just be
selected highlights from them?

MR LENNARD: Actualy, provided they met the criteria of the new act, provided
the Heritage Council was satisfied that the places met the criteria, then they could
place them on the Tasmanian Heritage Register. In practice, how it worked,
probably 80 or 90 per cent of those places were in fact registered. In fact, it may
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even by a higher percentage. So the current list of heritage-registered places on the
Tasmanian Heritage Register in relation to Hobart are virtually similar. There would
be avery small percentage of differences. So our council has taken the view, and the
current council policy is, that we would rather, for everyone's sake, have asingle
register. Infact, we more or less put the point that, rather than having in our
planning scheme a separate register of placesin our planning scheme, let'sjust put in
our planning scheme if the place is on the Tasmanian Heritage Register, theniitis
automatically registered in our local planning scheme.

That's well and good while the state heritage register includes places of state
level significance and local significance, but if, for example, the Tasmanian Heritage
Council started to depleteitslist by removing places of local heritage significance,
there would be an obvious concern. But if those places weren't picked up by local
government or weren't taken back by the local government, they would sort of fall
off the lists altogether. | probably don't want to place too much emphasis on listing.
| mean, listing is something we've lived with for along time and | guessit's an easy
and convenient way of identifying heritage places. People seemtorely onlists.
They seemto think if it'son alist at least they know what they're dealing with. So
thereisafair bit of emphasisin all these discussions about on-listing.

MR CURTIS: | might add something there, Brendan. | think planning frameworks
traditionally have used lists as a means of protecting heritage and heritage values.
That'safairly basic and fundamental way of protecting heritage assets, by simply
saying that if it'slisting in a planning scheme of being of heritage value and meets
various criteriafor listing, then development that impacts on listed buildings needs to
be dealt with in a particular way, either ensuring protection of that heritage fabric or
value. So think lists are till avery important and fundamental mechanism for that
reason.

The other factor that's emerged as to the reasons for council's position to
support asinglelist - and | suspect it's the same in other local governments as well - |
believe isthat local government is very aware of the cost of maintaining heritage
fabric. Increasingly listsare growing. Certainly asfar asthis council is concerned,
it's conscious of the fact that heritage lists are increasing, and | think it feels some
value in some independence as far as identifying what is of heritage value. In other
words, increasingly thereis - | don't like necessarily saying it - scepticism of interna
assessment of heritage value. Hobart is fortunate in that Brendan is well respected as
afine heritage officer. | canimaginein other councils where there is aless heritage
advice available even the engagement of consultants to provide advice still creates
some uncertainty in those councils. So by deferring the listing and the identification
of value of heritage assets to a body such as the Tasmania Heritage Council isalso a
relief, and it's a check, and that's what was beginning to emerge here as areason as
well. There's no doubt about that. There was a political imperative there that was
emerging.
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| think what's happening with the Heritage Council's decision to move away
from asingle list to separating clearly those assets of state significance and local
significanceisit's going to put the onus back again on local councils to resolve that
matter. | think that's going to be very difficult for a significant number of councilsin
this state. There's no doubt about that.

DR BYRON: And in other states too.

MR CURTIS: And in other states.

MR HINTON: Scott Gadd this morning clearly recognised that.

DR BYRON: Theresource costs that that would impose on councils.
MR CURTIS: Yes, andit's huge.

MR LENNARD: Justin relation to looking at the local things, for example, up till
about 10 years ago the list that's in our existing planning schemesrelied largely on
the work that the National Trust did voluntarily about 20 or 30 years ago. We have
in the last 10 years undertaken a serious sort of number of reviews of different areas
of the city. We have funded that ourselves. In the past we relied on national estate
grant funding to undertake historical work in relation to Newtown, in relation to
women's historical sites through Hobart and other sorts of thematic type work, but in
the last 10 yearsincreasingly the council has accepted it has aresponsibility, | guess,
to undertake reviews, and that's referred to in our submission.

The actual process of adding a place onto our existing planning schemesisn't
an ad hoc process. It isn't something which can be subject to the vagaries of one
particular person or consultant or employee or whatever. It isactually an act of the
council, and it actually also requires aformal amendment to the planning scheme,
and the provision for that is through the Resource Planning and Devel opment
Commission in Tasmania. That conducts a public inquiry or public hearing into the
amendment of the planning scheme, and people who may be affected by that
amendment of the planning scheme to list a place are obviously given theright to
appear and be heard. So there are reasonably good provisions there that exist.

Just to touch on some of the other aspects of our submission, the whole
guestion of approval for development or for work on heritage places - alarge part of
our submission deals with that, and the present reasonably cumbersome system
whereby people actually have to fill out two separate forms. There have to be two
separate advertisements, they can actually end up with two separate approvals or
rejections, whatever, and they have to take on or other or both to appeal. One
positive thing, | guess, about the Tasmanian planning system is that it does
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encourage public participation, and that's seen as a good thing. It doesalow for
appeals, for an applicant to appeal against a decision or against a condition, but it
also allows people who feel that they may be affected the full opportunity of public
participation ultimately through an appeal process. That's something that the council
Is encouraged by.

The fact that there are two separate systems has proved cumbersome over the
years, although administratively we sort of work around it. It works quite well, but |
still have the feeling, as someone involved in the exercise, that alot of applicants are
confused by the process. They are confused by the fact that they might get one letter
one day that says that something has been approved and they might get a letter the
next day saying it's been rejected by a different body. It's clearly not a sensible way
of going, and we've made various submissions to the government relating to that.
We've sort of summarised it that there should be a single system, a single application,
asingle advertisement. If it requires assessment by the Heritage Council, then it
would be referred to the Heritage Council. They would advise whether or not they
approve of the granting of a permit. Any advise that the Heritage Council gives
would be incorporated in the council's permit. So that's our preferred system.

Whether under the present arrangement that would apply to all places on the
Tasmanian Heritage Register, if the Tasmanian Heritage Register was confined to
places of state significance, that system could be adopted simply for those. People
still need to make a planning application. If it'son a state register, if it's a place of
state significance, it would be referred to the Heritage Council. Their input would be
included within the planning permit. That seemslike a fairly simple,
straightforward way to go. I'm not exactly aware of the practice in other states. |
have worked in New South Wales, but that was about 20 years ago, but there's been a
number of changes since then. I'm aware of that.

One of the other questions which have been touched on, not only in the
Productivity Commission issues paper but also this morning, is this question of
should things be listed if the owner of aresidence, for example, decides that they'd
prefer it not to be listed. My own personal view on that is that the listing of
something is usually a statement of its significance. If it meets various criteria, then
itiseligibleto goon alist, and | guess the significance as an issue isn't necessarily a
function of ownership and usually isn't afunction of ownership. So just because
someone owns something - their attitudes to it won't necessarily correlate to its
significance. So my own personal feeling - it's not necessarily afeeling of the
council - isthat listing should be something seen as independent. It should be seen
as afunction of the significance of property, not necessarily any sort of management
desires or whatever.

There's probably no need to talk about the incentive program that we have. It's
reasonably well explained in the submission. One of theissues | think we do facein
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aplace like Tasmania and a place like Hobart has been touched on both by the
National Trust and by the state government this morning. Just in relation to Hobart,
we certainly have alarge number of significant buildings such as churches,
institutional buildings, with enormousissues. The cost of, say, reslating the roof of
the cathedral or fixing up stained glass windows in an institutional building or a
church or whatever are enormous costs, costs to the custodians of those buildings,
costs to the community, and they were significant issues. 1'm not sure that the
answer to those has been found yet.

We've also identified, at paragraph 76 in our submission, other emerging sort
of issuesthat we see. These are things that we're grappling with. Theidea, just
touching on the last one of those, the 20th century places, I'm aware that the Royal
Australian Institute of Architects have raised the issue, but the fact that the idea of
listing placesisn't a static thing and the fact that alot of 20th century buildings
haven't been identified, to alarge part, the lists that exist at the moment are based on
work that the National Trust did 20, 30 years ago, and there really needs to be an
ongoing identification of heritage values right up to more recent times to places built
inour own lifetimes | guess. It'snot just the old sort of Georgian and Victorian
buildings that people probably don’t have too many arguments about. It actually
does include places from the post-war eranow increasingly. | don't know whether
Peter wants to add anything more, but obviously you have a number of questions.

MR CURTIS: [I'll just touch very briefly on a couple of things. Oneisagain my
observation to the devel opment process and where heritage sort of fitsinto the
development process, | think increasingly planning appeals that involve heritage
matters are fairly revealing in terms of issues that are emerging, and specifically I'm
thinking of a number of recent examples, and as| say, | think this issue of relative
heritage value or inherent heritage value is being questioned increasingly and
challenged through the appeal process.

So what we're seeing - which | don't think we did see 10 years ago - was
greater challenge and questioning of intrinsic heritage value. In other words, there's
no longer an acceptance that because this building is listed of heritage significance
that that's the end of the matter. We're seeing experts come in that contradict the
value of thelisting that may pick on components of the listing or may say that, yes,
notwithstanding its listing, a certain extent of changes can occur. So we're seeing
that sort of thing emerging which is raising questions about the integrity of the
listing. So it means that we must be clearer about the basis for the listing. Againit
comes back to | suppose the point | made earlier about who lists. So we're seeing
that emerge.

| think the other thing in Hobart we touched on in the submission, again a

phenomena that's occurring around the country of course, and that is the issue of
urban consolidation which is focusing again back in terms of at least our coastal
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areas and cities, focus on the waterfronts again, intensification of redevelopment,
focus on redevel opment, recycling which poses its own unique problems and
distinctive problemsin terms of dealing with heritage fabric. So there's greater
pressure again to be more accommodating within heritage fabric to allow reuse,
recycling, redevelopment, and again alot of argument emerges as to how that can be
accommodated.

It's not again simply a matter of saying that because this building is listed, then
the limited matter - that that's a clear indication asto the limit to how it might be
redeveloped. There'salot of scope for argument and debate and discussion about the
extent of alteration and how that might be done, and there are different views from
different experts which is compounding the problem. This often only comesto the
surface when you are challenged in appeal situations over devel opment and as more
and more s at stake, then the arguments get more intense.

DR BYRON: That's one of the thingsthat | really wanted to take up with you
because you two gentlemen are | think in the best position to comment about this.
What I'd been led to believe with alittle more practice was that if something islisted
on astate or even local heritage list, there would be some sort of statement of these
are the reasons why this placeislisted. "These are the values which we consider to
be significant, and there would also, hanging off that, be - and therefore X, Y and Z
are basically prohibited because they're not compatible with conserving those values,
but A, B and C might be okay."

Thereason | ask this, the National Trust's submission actually has some
extracts from the Tasmanian register which isthefirst one I've actually got to see,
and it's got sort of one-line statements of significance, and no so what. Soif | was
the owner of one of these beautiful old buildings which is on the combined state and
local list, the Tasmanian list, there's really nothing in that citation that gives me any
guidance as to what would be okay, what has to be approved, evenif | want to prune
the hedge, does that need approval. The confusion about - and in some cases, the
resistance to listing for some people may be because they don’'t know what the
consequences of listing are, and perhaps if it was better explained - "Even if your
house is listed, you can still do all these things without even putting in a devel opment
application” - then there would be | ess resistance.

MR LENNARD: Yes. Itobviously isgoing to vary case by case and what can
happen to one building in terms of adaptation and growth and evolution will be
different to another. With those listings, those registration sheets et cetera et cetera
are | think ssimply aflagging mechanism to say, "L ook, this place does have some
heritage value. It does have some heritage significance. Thisishow we've
articulated it for better or worse." That's how the Heritage Council and before that
the National Trust has identified those places. In some cases, the National Trust
statement is alittle bit more helpful than some of those statements.
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DR BYRON: | noticed that, they're variable.

MR LENNARD: Yes. The Heritage Council statements tend to be reasonably
generic, and you'll find afair bit of repetition, but I guess in the Heritage Council
defence, I'm aware that as well as having those particular forms for each individual
place, they have a number of general sort of guideline documents about the
implications of listing. They also offer advice. They actually have a number of
heritage advisers who are sort of architects. They're quite keen to make those
facilities available in the same way that the Hobart City Council makes my services
available to potential applicants, to explain on a case-by-case basis the implications
of this heritage listing.

What that normally meansis you really need to go and have alook at the place
and understand what its values are. Y ou could spend hours articulating them all for
each property and involve alot of consultants time et cetera et cetera.

DR BYRON: Which could be unnecessary expense.

MR LENNARD: Yes, and probably going to alot of unnecessary expense when
those heritage values probably aren't under any question. It's probably better at the
time when someone is thinking about modifying, changing, doing whatever they
want to a building, to then invest the time at an early stage then and say, "L ook, welll
go and look at your property and work out what are your needs. Talk to the
architects or designers and say, ook, what are the implications for what you're
proposing?’' Our planning schemeisvery simple. It just basically says - the City of
Hobart planning scheme just says that new development on a heritage property or in
a heritage area should be sympathetic to the values and not detract from those values.
It comes down to almost one paragraph to cut to the chase in our planning scheme.
It'savery smple- - -

DR BYRON: Soredly thisisjust aflag - - -
MR LENNARD: It'saflag.

DR BYRON: - - - that says, "Before you do anything or even think about doing
anything, come and talk to us."

MR LENNARD: Yes. | think that's the way that it should be seen.

DR BYRON: "Well tak you through what's compatible and what we're unlikely
to---"

MR CURTIS: | think the other step in the process which the scheme does
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acknowledge is that possibly the first step in any major redevelopment isa
requirement for a conservation plan and what we call statements of significance
which would help to tease out the very issues that you're alluding to, and that is
within this fabric, within this listing, what is indeed of significance, and to what
degree can be it be adapted and modified et cetera et cetera.

MR HINTON: But some have put the view to us that that very strength that you're
just describing has an inherent weakness. It carries with it discretion on behalf of the
officials dealing with the judgment associated with that particular application, and
when discretion emerges, to the full respect and integrity of you two fine officers,
there could be some other council officersin another local jurisdiction that mightn't
have the integrity embedded in this particular local government authority. So that
leads to the concern that if that discretion has with it lack of integrity, you end up
with the worst of all worlds whichislack of consistency.

MR CURTIS: Most definitely, and | think - - -

MR HINTON: What happens with that as well in terms of how decisions do get
made of afavourable kind as opposed to an unfavourable kind. So you see my
concern that we have to be careful about presenting this as a strength as the overall
system that might operate around Australia.

MR CURTIS: Again the point you make is reinforced through the appeal process
because that's the very thing that happens. It's chalenged. There may be general
agreement about the intrinsic values identified on those sheets. The argument arises
asto what extent within those values can work proceed and still maintain those
values. You will get avery diverse range of opinion and views. | suppose what
we're saying isthat if you've got a competent conservation plan prepared by a
heritage professional, then it's better than not having anything. But as soon asyou
have one expert preparing a document, there are going to be half a dozen others out
there that have a dightly different view as to the way in which it can be applied.

DR BYRON: Maybe the answer to that question of giving discretion for
case-by-case judgment is to have a simple and transparent appeal s process that's not -
you don't have to go the Supreme Court. It's easy, it's cheap, it's fairly quick and
efficient, but it's like the equivalent of asmall claims court sort of thing where you
don’t need to have barristers.

MR LENNARD: We have, | guessit would be fair to say, such a system here,
although it'sincreasingly becoming more legalistic. | mean, up till afew years ago,
it was the system you were describing then, but it's becoming increasingly more
formal, more litigious.

DR BYRON: Probably more values at stake.
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MR LENNARD: Yes.

MR HINTON: | had aquestion about your preferred approach and by the way,
thank you very much for your submission because | think it touches on avery key
issue for us which is the intersection of planning and heritage objective, and yet from
the coalface from you people here in Hobart, it's very valuable for us. The preferred
approach, instead of the two approval processes that you've currently got, you'd
really like to have your preferred model being a single application. Within that isa
process that would involve advice from the THC.

MR LENNARD: Yes.

MR HINTON: It'sunclear to me from the submission though whether that advice
is obliged to be taken account of in terms of - let's say it's said, "That proposal would
contradict the heritage characteristic of this building. Approval is not forthcoming."
Isthat view then subject to a valuation such that it still could be approved or isit an
overriding no coming from the THC? It still could get ano if THC gave ayes. |
understand that process. It'sthe status of the THC advice that I'm getting - - -

DR BYRON: Whether it'saveto or advisory.
MR CURTIS: That'sagood point.

MR LENNARD: That'sagood question. | guessmy view isthat if the Heritage
Council rgjected something and said, "This development should not proceed, full
stop,” | think it would be incumbent upon the council to basically impart that
decision to the applicant.

MR HINTON: Why | raiseit isthat some others put forward thisidea, and it'sin
the discussion that heritage should be embedded into the planning approval process.
Others say it should be separate, and when they say it should be separate, it's
invariably because they would like to have the veto power operate, even though it
would be part of the process, there may only be one application.

MR LENNARD: Just looking at that particular issue, say the Heritage Council
come back and say, "L ook, this development should not occur because it's going to
Impact on heritage values to such an extent that they're going to be destroyed,”" the
council | believe should still ook at all the planning issues - traffic, parking,
shadows, site boundary setbacks, all the usual sort of planning things and a general
report should go to the Hobart City Council, the local government authority or
whatever, and it would conclude, notwithstanding the fact that in general planning
sense all the other issues are ticked off, there's afundamental heritage objection to it
to such an extent that the development should not proceed, and that would be the
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recommendation, | believe. Now, if the person then wanted to take the thing to
appeal, obvioudly the issue that they would be appealing would be the Heritage
Council'sissue.

MR CURTIS: Itisan interesting question, and | suppose it depends again on - if
the Heritage Council does move towards listings that are of state significance, then
arguably that adds weight perhapsto their opinion in respect of that particular
development, because what they're saying is that no redevel opment should occur;
thisisof state significance and it will impact upon other values of this property in
their opinion, and perhaps that would lend weight for the council to say, "We really
are dealing with a property of state heritage significance, and if the state heritage
body says that this shouldn't occur, yes, we should be responsible enough to say it
shouldn't occur.”

There's a problem emerging here that I've always felt uncomfortable with, and
that's this tiered approach to heritage value. We can go back in this state to the old A
and B listings of the National Trust. At that time there was a perception that you
couldn't do anything with As but you could do anything with B listings ultimately. |
think there's this danger again with national, state and local listings that it becomes a
fiat to potential developersto say, "If it'salocal listing, then it's of lesser heritage
significance, therefore we should be able to put a bit of extra pressure on hereto
redevelop this. Thevaluesaren't asgreat.” Of course, that's not really true. For the
local community and for other reasons, they could be of even greater significance.

DR BYRON: Buttoasmaller group of people.
MR CURTIS. Yes, toasmaller group.

MR HINTON: That'swhy I'mraising it, Peter. The message this morning was that
Tasmaniawill move down the track of other jurisdictions with listings of state
significance and then there would be a separate listing of those with local
significance, and that if you have your single application coming into the Hobart
Council that has THC expressing aview on that particular site that is of state
significance, quite clearly you'd suspect that the system would have aright of veto
effect. Butif it'sof local significance, then you could take the view that that's not
really aTHC view issue anyway, so it maybe should be alocal decision on the
significance, or erosion of that significance, taken at local council level. But as soon
as you go to that process, you're then increasing discretion again and you're
increasing inconsistency. The defence then becomes the Peter Neil model of robust
appeal systems.

I'm quite attracted to that too, but I'm exploring this with you because your

submission in fact seems to meto provide very useful information, but it still needs
to be drawn out alittle bit as to how it might operate under the new real world
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coming down the plath at us.

MR CURTIS: Yes. Under our current planning scheme the council’s policy
position, you'd have to say, isthat it ultimately has a discretion, notwithstanding the
heritage value of the building, under certain circumstances to significantly modify
the development for other reasons. We have clauses in our schemes that sort of say
if there are overriding economic or other reasons, or the building can't be used for
other purposes - those sorts of things that creep into al planning schemesto give the
council adiscretion at the end of the day to perhaps do what ultimately it on balance
sees appropriate notwithstanding some heritage significance. | don't think we've
abused that as a council, and it is there, because thereis afeeling, | dare say, amongst
the elected members, that they want that comfort to have that discretion at the end of
the day.

DR BYRON: Inexceptiona cases.
MR CURTIS: Yes.

MR HINTON: Let metakeit further in that there may be some councils out there
in Australia - I'm not saying Hobart; in Australia - that would be perceived by any
judgment less than sympathetic to the consideration of heritage buildings, the
priorities being jobs, jobs, jobs, development. 1n those circumstances, they would
use their discretion under this hypothetical system, fairly invariably, that would not
protect the heritage characteristics of the building. In those circumstances some
states might take the view that the system needs to be so robust that that can't occur,
and hence would constrain the discretion of the local government. I'm raising this
because we need to be making recommendations that fit Australia. Whether it's one
structure fits all is another issue, but | would have thought that we have to be careful
that we don't take the model of Hobart, where it works well, for example, and apply
It to some other jurisdiction where in fact it would be arecipe for disaster in the
minds of some.

MR LENNARD: | don't know whether you have some sort of acall-in type
provision for if there are significant heritage issues and the Heritage Council or the
state heritage body or some other body has made significant representations about
something. That would obviously have an appeal opportunity aswell. | think it's an
interesting issue how that would be dealt with.

Interestingly enough, we occasionally get the scenario where the Heritage
Council will approve certain work occurring where our own assessment of it asa
local council isthat the work is actually not satisfactory, and it may not be
satisfactory on heritage grounds, under our planning scheme. It'sareal dilemma,
because to try and represent that professional opinion to elected members - of
course, they'll say, "Well, the Heritage Council has approved this so who are we to
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guestion it?'. That does occasionally present a dilemma.

The other thing is, just touching on this national estate local significance issue
and the thresholds, | think there are enormous unresolved questions there. I'm
thinking of buildings like the little sort of Georgian cottages in Battery Point in
Arthur's Circus or even the warehouses in Salamanca Place. Clearly the little
cottagesin Arthur's Circus are of local significance. They're an important part of
Battery Point, important part of Hobart. To what extent are those little sort of
Georgian cottages an important part of the state of Tasmania? | would say they're
clearly an important part of the state of Tasmania. 1'd say they're of state importance,
but then collectively those cottages in Arthur's Circus, as an important part of Hobart
and an important part of Tasmania, are actually an important part of the Australian
national estate. They're an important part of Australia's heritage. So are the
warehouses in Salamanca Place. They're an important part of Australia's national
heritage. They are of national significance, if you like.

DR BYRON: Fortunately | don't have to make choices like that, but would the
Australian Heritage Commission, who's responsible for putting the Australian
Heritage Register together, say, "Y es, that is of some significance to many
Australians but not of sufficient significance to enough Australiansto get it on the
list"?

MR LENNARD: That's exactly the question.
DR BYRON: Peoplein Queensland and Western Australia may not know of - - -

MR LENNARD: Yes. Thereare many, but the building that we're in now, the post
office across the road, you would have to say, "These buildings are of national
importance,” but are these any more important that Victorian and Edwardian post
office buildings and town hall buildings all round the country? Maybe not, | don't
know, but to usthey are. We would clearly say these buildings are important not
only to Hobart and Tasmania; they're actually important parts of Australia.

DR BYRON: But soisprobably every other city hall or post office.

MR LENNARD: Yes, | know. But how you actually establish these thresholds and
these criteria- - -

MR HINTON: Come back astep. We were on the process of the unsympathetic
council example. One possibility that's been put to usis that the way to address that
circumstance is to still have the decision at local government but the appeal goesto
the higher level, that is, the state level, so when the local government unsympathetic
to the heritage objective says, "No way. Sure, go ahead. Knock it down and put up
your townhouse," the appeal by the community can go to the state level tribunal,
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we need to go the other way. If we're going to keep tourists coming, we need more
high-standard accommodation, more modern attractions and not necessarily more
heritage buildings preserved. The market in some sectors can almost be seen to be
saturated in heritage buildings without the previous caveat | put on it, but they have a
benefit and they're being promoted.

So in reality, the market is looking for more than what old buildings can
provide as attractions or even in some adaptive reuses, and if we address some of
these very uses. It's not conducive to developers and investors to be held to ransom
thereby jeopardising economic activity and jobs by third party objectors who have no
understanding of how, let alone the ability to make these sites pay for their upkeep,
and there have been recent examples of involvement, and specifically | suppose
National Trust which is going through atransition period at the moment is
highlighted here; the need to keep these buildings, the best of them, alive and
providing an attractive and appealing experience for visitorsis probably best
demonstrated by looking at what's happened in some cases where they have not been
kept like that; observing the fate of some of the National Trust properties not having
the appeal of some years ago and not being able to be maintained.

So these buildings need a commercial application to be maintained as living
examples. Many of them we've described as being in a parlous state They need to
be promoted, able to contribute to the economy and jobs by providing an experience
and enjoyment of the past. They must be changed again from static furniture
displays and continue to provide an experience.

There is abig cost burden on those who seek to develop. Those buildings
worthy of presentation that will undergo adaptive reuse still need from the ground up
every concelvable service from a complete rewiring for power and light, replumbing,
and thereisamajor cost and I'd just like to develop that aspect of it. If these
adaptive reuses provide a public and community economic and social benefit, then
we would submit that some incentive or recompense should be made to the owner or
developer. Some examples of the costs being borne disproportionately by owners
and developers - an exampleis you can have awell-maintained hotel property, it's
been restored to an example of itsera. It isamaor tourist attraction, the wider
community use the facilities without buying a beer or doing anything else. So they're
not contributing financialy in any way. So thisisaworking experiential site. It'san
excellent example of an adaptive reuse.

When it comes to the upkeep of that and other heritage buildings using
traditional building materials as against modern materials and methods, it does
impose a considerable cost, and that impacts on the heritage building's operational
competitiveness compared to a more modern hotel that they're competing with down
theroad. Again getting down to not so much the nuts and bolts, the slate and
sandstone and paint specifications that require more expensive paints, they all
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contribute to the additional costs of maintaining a heritage property, and we again
submit that if the community want these buildings to be preserved, the community
should contribute.

This could be in awhole range of areas and obviously requires further
investigation and further study asto how that may be done. It could be increased tax
deductibility, it could be depreciation schedule changes, it could be cash grants from
arange of levels of government for periodic maor works such as slate reroofing or
sandstone maintenance or anything of that nature. Basically that's the areaweve
chosen to submit on, Mr Commissioner, so I'm happy to try and answer any
guestions.

DR BYRON: Thank you very much. Therearealot of interesting pointsI'd like to
pick up from that. The second one is about the contribution of heritage tourism to
the economy, but the first one is a general question. Would what you've just said be
taken with shock, amazement or horror by some in the heritage community? Isthat a
radical position?

MR BARRON: | don't seeit asaradical position but, yes, it could be taken as
perhaps a view from a private sector, and we are an industry representative body, so
that's the view that we look to take. However, if one looks at the examples we've
given of where buildings have been preserved without any thought as to who has the
carriage of maintenance and therefore it shouldn't be taken in any way, shape or form
- buildings such as this are in commercial use. That's been taken care of; it's some of
the other examples that are held up and no-one has responsibility for but everyone
wants to see stay there. If that shocks people - - -

DR BYRON: I've made amost the same statement this morning. Somebody hasto
be responsible for looking after it and somebody is going to have to pay, and
everybody seems to agree that the cost of maintaining older buildings is higher and
likely to become even higher in the future. So there's no denying that there are costs
involved. One of the things we've got to look is how those costs are going to be met.
If they're not met, the places will simply deteriorate.

We've had other people tell us about the business operating out of heritage
premises and the guy down the road who doesn't have to pay $50,000 for the date
roof. If the first one goes broke because of the additional costs of maintaining a
heritage building, then who's going to look after it? That point has been made | think
fairly forcefully, but coming back to static displays of furniture and museum houses,
do you think that there are more people around Tasmania or more generally who are
coming to the realisation that static museum house displays with unprovenanced
bric-a-brac are not a great tourist attraction; in fact, they don't even pay for the costs
of maintaining those houses?
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MR BARRON: I'm happy to comment. Just taking it back astep, in al of thisitis
amatter of assessing what is necessary to provide the benefits we talked about for
future generations, how many examples of whatever heritage building we need.
That's the first question before we decide to do more than adaptive reuse and
bulldozeit. That's number 1 that came out it, so the second point | noted there from
the discussions was the mix. It'sthe mix of how many examples we have and what
we are seeking to provide in the way of construction examples, lifestyle examples of
years gone by. We don't need them all; it's getting the mix right.

The third part about it is, | don't think anyone should be surprised thereisa
place for museums - very, very important - however, not every heritage building
needs to be a museum and | think there is arealisation coming upon our community
that we cannot just have static displays as museums. In fact, my initial point wasin
Tasmanids case we have a strong built heritage: it's getting the level right, getting
the mix right. What we're lacking is making more of those buildings, promoting
them and putting an experience into them.

DR BYRON: That'sa point that's come up a couple of timesthismorning. If you
think of the three phases of identifying and conserving and then presenting that to the
public and telling a story about it - not just in Tasmania but a number of places, it's
been suggested - it's that third step where we're really falling down. We have some
fabulous assets but we're just not marketing or presenting or when people come we
don't make it interesting, exciting, dynamic enough to get them to come back and
bring their friends.

MR BARRON: | think that'safair statement. It's amatter then of again at what
level we want to do that, and there are enough recent examples here in Hobart, in
New Norfolk in particular, of some massive investments on adaptive reuses of
heritage buildings. So if the market can stand it, we can attract, for the right mix and
dotted around the place - not every building - commercial development at the level
werequire. That does promote it and that does preserve the examples that we're
looking for. | don't know if that specifically answers that question.

DR BYRON: Yes, it does.

MR BARRON: If we can't find through government, local government or any
other means areally positive potentia use, we should look very hard before we keep
heritage buildings.

DR BYRON: Thank you.

MR HINTON: Vin, thank you very much for attending today. Are you going to
give us awritten submission following up your presentation this morning?
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MR BARRON: | cando that, Mr Commissioner, yes.

MR HINTON: We'd be delighted to have it, because it has a couple of advantages:
we make sure we get it right as to what you're saying, but others can see your points
aswell, though this transcript will be on our web site for al other interested parties to
seeaswell. Butit'salso from the Commission's point of view very useful to have
interested parties from a range of perspectives coming to the Commission to express
their views. It helps us reach robust conclusions, so thank you very much for your
particular perspective.

| had a couple of questions | wanted to follow up on, and the first onewas - I'm
not sure whether | heard you correctly right at the start. | got the impression that you
had some concern about Tasmania being over-heritaged; that is, the conservation
objective has been pursued too far. | had a question whether or not that took you
down to a conclusion that that process was getting the balance wrong or whether in
fact it lacked rigour such that the integrity of the heritage objective was being eroded
and there's an important difference between that. The first has integrity, just that it
was the question of funding; the second one isthere'salack of integrity, and it's that
whether or not which particular view you'rein.

MR BARRON: | suppose I'd have to go back to answering the balance one first
because that's the point I've made in how many and getting the mix right, so |
probably need to concentrate on that. Thereis arequirement to keep examples and -
look after the future generations and keep examples of life and construction and a
whole range of other aspects. Thereisarequirement to let people experience those
heritage buildings. Your initial statement, "Tasmania does that and does it well," to a
level it has probably in some cases gone too far when we have too many static
displaysthat are no longer appealing. That comes back as a question of balance.

MR HINTON: That'sarearticulation of your point. | now understand it better.

MR BARRON: [I'll go astep further because of the fact that we need to be careful
in that concentrating on our built heritage we do not add to the perception - I'm very
conscious of what I'm saying here - of Tasmania being alittle heritage - - -

MR HINTON: | understand what you're saying. Isthere anincidence of athird
category, that is the sort of faux heritage aspect of tourism - not necessarily in
Tasmania, for that matter in Australia - that has sort of refurbished bed and
breakfasts that purports to be heritage but in fact isnot? They're genuinereplicas. Is
there an element of that behind your thinking as well?

MR BARRON: | think, Commissioner, | probably made that point somewhere else

before. | haven't really touched on it but there's an element of that that's adding to
the oversupply or the impression that we're overplaying it. So that probably is part of
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it but | wasn't really only thinking of that. That's certainly avery valid point.

MR HINTON: That'sauseful elaboration of that point. My second area of
questions related to your very perceptive comments on adaptive reuse. As Nell said,
thisissue of competitive neutrality has been raised by a number of interested parties.
But | wanted to put to you that there are two categories of issues here, or two
categories that raise different issues. There isthe category of abuilding that always
was a shopping arcade, is still a shopping arcade and it needs to be maintained which
is expensive, but simply because of the inherent nature of an old building. Therefore
conservation objective carries with it costs that the competitor doesn't have around
the corner, which is a modern arcade, anew arcade. Therefore there'srea questions
about if you're going to impose conservation that raises the question of
compensation. | think that a reasonable case can be made and a number of interested
parties have made that case.

But there's a second category that | want to explore with you which isthe
building that is being retained but adaptive reuse such that its use might be different
and its functionality could be extremely enhanced relative to that which was there
initially; for example, atwo-storey old heritage building in the CBD of Perth that is
now a 50-storey tower that retains the heritage characteristic of the bottom two
pre-existing floors but now isa CBD functional, operating, modern building with
substantial commercial return. The real issue to my mind then becomes, that issueis
very different to the first category. Does that really warrant compensation for that
sort of adaptive reuse? | would have thought that's a lovely intersection between the
heritage objective and the commercially imperative.

MR BARRON: The example that you gaveis probably away that should be
addressed more often, provide an element of the heritage without a complete - |
would describe - refurbish of a more substantial heritage building. So there are
probably three levelsthere. If you have an ongoing arrangement, a shopping arcade,
probably you know what you're getting into at the start. It's long tenure and it should
be part of the budget - not only we'd expect too much - except if the city or town or
country or state wanted to do something extra about it and they had a major problem
In preserving it, that's fine.

But therest of it, it should be ongoing. If you then - what isit called, the
Executive building here retains a hard face to the road as its contribution to the
heritage aspects of the city, par for the course. | mean, that'sfine. Cloistersisthe
one | do know in Perth, | probably don't know the most recent one, where the facade
Is kept of the Cloisters building in St Georges Terrace, and behind that. That's fine
too. | don't think there should be too much on that because it's not a big part of the
whole operation. It isacommonsense approach to keeping some of the heritage, but
there'sa commercial development that stands on its own.
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When you go to an adaptive reuse of a substantial building and looking at a
commercial use retaining the integrity almost but a large proportion of the building
and using the building itself, | think it's atotally different case. They're the ones
we're talking about, adaptive reuses, where the building has had to be maintained,
rewired, replumbed, rebuilt around but substantially the whole thing has got to be

kept.

MR HINTON: You'resaying that the costs that flow directly from the conservation
objective becomes a very important ingredient to judgments about whether that's

appropriate.

MR BARRON: Inthat whether it's appropriate to do but if the community wants
that building retained to that level, what I'm speaking of, even though it has a
commercial element to it, the community should contribute in that aspect of it. So
there'sredly three levels we've drawn down there.

MR HINTON: Thank you.
MR BARRON: | think if I've made that clear it's - - -

DR BYRON: Just to build on - you know, there might be a building down the street
that's actually the fourth or fifth building to have occupied that site or maybe it's been
through four generations and it's had four lots of extensions on it or something, the
guestion is, do we now say, "Okay, we like it the way it istoday, we'll snap-freeze it
there," because the mayor in another city told usthat, "One of the buildings that
we're now most proud of is actually mark X, than if we'd had the planning controls
in the 1960s we would never have got past mark V." There will be some places that
we want to be kept as examples of time capsules but there might be other places that
should be allowed to evolve sympathetically. Would you agree with that?

MR BARRON: I'mnot sureif I'm going to answer it. Heritage, the definition,
comes back, | suppose, to what we said - what is the role of heritage buildings: to
add value to the community in a number of ways for the benefit of generationsto
come; the benefit of the economy in arange of areas. If none of those fit, how far
back do you go for heritage. We are preserving too much in every modern era. |
think - | don't know if I'm answering the question or understand it about evolving it
but we need to be critical asto what we keep and what we don't, and we don't need
umpteen examples of every era.

DR BYRON: Okay. Maybe if you would move on to the tourism part particularly
and that's your special subject. The argument is frequently put that one of the main
reasons for more conservation of historical and cultural heritage buildingsis that this
will attract economic returns particularly through tourism. | guessyou inject an
element of realism into that in the sense that only if it's done well and presented
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effectively. Another house museum won't necessarily bring in jumbo-loads of
tourists. | guess the aternative view that some people have put to usisthat, "We're
protecting or maintaining this village in this condition because we like it that way
ourselves and if tourists won't come, well, that's their business."”

So it's the question of what's the fundamental driver and what's the ancillary.
We've got to try and make some sort of assessment on that. So the question of, how
do you maximise the economic returns from heritage conservation? How much can
we rely on that argument in telling the Australian government that investing in
heritage buildingsislikely to be avery good investment for the Australian taxpayer
because of what it will do the tourism returns. Are we on strong or weak ground
there?

MR BARRON: | can't do any better than say, it is the matter again of getting the
mix right. It is keeping the examples that can make an economic return. That
doesn't mean to say we have to keep every village in Tasmania, and if we decide that
there is an outstanding example, then by attracting the best commercial activity and
promoting it, we do the best we can. If that then to maintain the integrity of that
village requires government support, yes, that is constructive and you would go
confidently for that. But again it's getting the mix, getting the examples, and getting
on with lifein others that don't match and are not going to ever provide a continuing
benefit to the economy, be it the local economy or the state economy. That's
probably the best way | can answer it.

DR BYRON: But | think alot of people have trouble letting go.

MR BARRON: Fact, yes. That'swhy probably we have a number of sitesthat are
quite unsightly.

MR HINTON: I'm still alittle unclear asto the role of government in this sort of
construct, of the link between heritage and tourism. | can see how old buildings,
historic heritage buildings, get retained because the community decide that's the
objective inherent initself. When that occurs, sometimes that will generate tourism
after the event, that is, heritage conservation wasn't the driving force - excuse me,
tourism wasn't the driving force for conservation. The egg came first and the
building was there. In those circumstances, there doesn't seem to be any rationale for
government intervention; that is, if tourism thrives, fine, let the commercial activity
take place. But now we're getting arguments that in fact there is an economic
rationale for conservation, if we do retain that building that in itself will bring the
tourists.

I'm not persuaded that that has been a sufficient basis for the Australian

government or state government or local government then should fund the
conservation of that building because it might generate a wider impact, because
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maybe those taxpayers funds could be used for something else, like subsidising
travel costs on Princess of Tasmania or whatever. There are all sorts of alternative
uses of taxpayers funds. Can you help me get a better handle on these sorts of policy
concepts?

MR BARRON: Inalimitedway, | can. Asl said, it's the subject of further
research and | don't have the expertise onit. Where we're sitting is that an element,
the right proportion of heritage, especially with Tasmanias brand being - having
built heritage integrated to - being part of our brand, the right mix can attract more
tourism, more tourists. That can be in the form of government buildings, buildings
maintained by the community or private buildings. In some cases where private
Investment has gone into heritage buildings and made a feature of them, that again
can add an attraction and bring people - five star rooms, we don't have any, or we
don't have many, where that adaptive reuse can provide five star rooms. That can
attract tourism, just the fact we've got some.

MR HINTON: Isn't Wineglass Bay going to have a proposal out there - five stars?

MR BARRON: Not redeveloping heritage. It might be built in a heritage area or
something similar - look, we do have one. To mention one, Henry Jonesis a
fantastic adaptive reuse on the waterfront here, but there are others. | wasn't
specifically speaking of that. So, yes, they can add to the economy, they can benefit
everyone elsein the economy by being the one attraction. So | can't do any better
than saying, "It's getting the mix right," but where you have a private developer
looking at that, adding to the ambience, the appeal of the destination and that can be
proven, and the public are using it as a public amenity, not as paying guests - which
they arein old buildings because that's part of the deal - that's where thereis an
element that the community has some contribution to make.

MR HINTON: If the benefit accrues more widely then a reasonable conceptual
argument can be made that therefore the costs of that particular amenity should be
met by those who may be benefiting.

MR BARRON: A proportion.

MR HINTON: A proportion. That's useful for me, thank you.

DR BYRON: | don't have any other questions. Thank you very much for coming.
MR BARRON: My pleasure.

DR BYRON: Isthere anything else you want to say?

MR BARRON: No, not at al, thank you.

12/8/05 Heritage 683 V. BARRON



MR HINTON: Thanks very much.
DR BYRON: | think we can now adjourn and resume at 2 o'clock.

(Luncheon adjournment)
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DR BYRON: Thank you, ladies and gentlemen. We can resume the public
hearing. We're inquiring into the conservation of Australia's historic heritage places,
and next on the agendais Mr Barry Chapman. Thank you very much for the
submission, thanks for coming. Would you like to take us through the highlights of
the submission so we can discussit with you.

MR CHAPMAN: Most certainly. Thank you for the opportunity to present my
submission. | think most of my submission is both logical and sequential, and I'm
seeking basically to show that, whilst a process was set up, encouraged and indeed
financed by the federal government for the Australian Heritage Commission, the
outcomes are not occurring; the implementation is not happening. Part of the study
for the Richmond cultural resource management plan in fact included three
community workshops in October 1999, and whilst 15 per cent of the township's
population may not seem large, it was about 110 people.

DR BYRON: That'slarge.

MR CHAPMAN: You tend to get the committed members of the community. As
we all know, some people are more active than others in the community; others are
busy working, bringing up children and there are lots of other things that take their
time. But as an outcome we had a substantial report, and that report, of which | have
acopy | can make available, an electronic copy, to the Commission if you so require
it. We came up with alarge number of recommendations, and these
recommendations are shown on pages 5 to 12 of the Coa River resource
management plan.

An interesting sideline on thiswas | sought to get a physical copy of this
document. | had accessto the full PDF electronic media copy, but | really didn't
want to print it all out because it was quite long. So | spoke to alocal alderman on
Clarence City Council and asked him for acopy. He did exactly what he said he
would do, and within 48 hours | had acopy. Unfortunately, the executive summary,
the simple cheat sheet, if you like, which enables us to focus on the key issues and
implementation tasks, was actually missing from the council's copy. When |
contacted the alderman concerned, he said - and | believe him - "I'm sorry, | wasn't
aware of that," and although he was on Cape Barron Island for the day, he undertook
to come back to me, which hedid. He said, "I'm told that that is the council's only
extant copy and the chap who prepared it is dead so, sorry, we can't help you." | just
found it incredibly interesting when as alocal organisation we're looking at this
major plan. It took two years or more to prepare, and the council has mislaid the
executive summary of the implementation targets.

But going on further, | raise some issues which we could point to specificaly

within the community, and although I'm appearing here as an individual today, the
submission I've given is totally consistent with the objectives of our organisation,
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which is the Richmond Residents Association. 1'm also amember of the Coa River
Valley Historical Society, which in fact is managing Oak Lodge, a property what's
owned by the National Trust. So we have an active community in the heritage area.
The specific examples I've raised, which I've taken both from the Coal River
resource management plan and the current Richmond planning scheme 1993,
Illustrates to me and to other people in the community that, despite the planning,
despite legislation, despite subordinated legislation, the very issues that have been
raised in this hearing earlier today about "council discretion” are anong the major
issues we face.

In discussion with aldermen, where I've pointed the inconsistencies of
decision-making with the legislation, one of them said - | won't give his name
because | know him very well - "Barry, the operative word is'discretion’,” but | can
give you some examples where two bodies were created at the time of the change
from the former Richmond Council, which was incorporated into the Clarence City
Council in 1992-93. At that time, because of the change in the style of local
government, the electorate had to now vote for 12 councillors, whereas previously
we had an award system. Quite literally | could stand next to my councillor in the
pub and say, "Hey, mate, what's going on?" and deal with it in that way. We now
have aremote body - and | don't want to overplay this - some 15 kilometres away
sitting in a modern office next to alarge shopping centre, and all of the aldermen
profess that they equally represent our local area. We're not large enough in
ourselvesto get alocal candidate into the council, and knowing the kind of trade-offs
and so on and so forth anyway, almost certainly that councillor, even if we could
elect one, would have, | would have thought, alimited effect to represent our view.

Anyway, the basic situation as we see it with, for example, the Richmond
planning scheme - and the point | was making was that when the councils merged
they set up two bodies, a Richmond Advisory Committee and a Richmond Planning
Advisory Committee. In both cases you'll note the word "advisory" although they're
subcommittees of the council. A classic exampleislessthan 18 months ago a
decision was made on a particular building in town that it should be allowed to
become a multiple-seat restaurant when it had previously been tea rooms.
Coincidentally the ownership of that building, which had recently been sold, had
been associated with atrust or afamily group of one of the aldermen. Submissions
were made. The Richmond Planning Advisory Committee, which includes two
aldermen, made a recommendation that this development application be refused.
Subsequently areport was made by the manager of Planning Assessments or
something similar, who's a council officer, and his recommendation went totally
against the Richmond Advisory Planning Committee.

[ronically, one of the two councillors who sat on the Richmond Advisory

Planning Committee moved the motion that development should be passed; it should
be approved. So we seem to have a councillor who on the one hand on the local
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advisory committee said it shouldn't be and then somewhere on the road to
Damascus, or Belle Rive in this case, the shades fell from his eyes and he changed
his opinion. Not only did he change his opinion, but he actually moved that it be
passed.

| realise that thisis not policy and thisis the minutiae of local government, but
the point I'm really wanting to make is we can have as many plans and as many
planning schemes and as many policies, and lots of people involved in the process,
but at the end of the day, if the written word is not implemented then, to use the old
cliche, it's not worth the paper it's written on. Y ou end up getting some very
frustrated electorate members, ratepayers, local residents, who not only get frustrated
but they get cynical about the process and they withdraw from the process. Signage
isaclassic examplein Richmond. The Richmond planning scheme, asis the Coal
River resource management plan, is very strong on the controls for Richmond. Asan
aside, I'm assuming that both the Commissioners are aware of Richmond and where
it Sitsin the heritage area.

DR BYRON: Yes, been there.

MR CHAPMAN: Again going back to the old Richmond Council, there was quite
astrong protection of signage in those days. They did actually have standards, and if
people deviated from the standards then they were given a personal visit and then
those signs either disappeared very rapidly or they were forced to change them. | can
attest to that because I've run a business in Richmond; I've applied for signage under
the old conditions. The Richmond planning scheme has an even tighter set of
requirements. It's an excellent scheme on the surface of it, but in redlity in the last
12 years only five signs have been applied for - in fact, less than five - and yet
signage has burgeoned. One of the examples | use, because it's quite current, isa
business in Richmond called Ma Foosies. It was owned by a couple for 21 years.
They were very successful, or appeared to be. They were investors in other
businesses locally, they sent both their children to private school, all out of the tea
rooms.

They sold this building in July of last year. Within weeks three discreet signs
had turned into five larger, more garish fixed signs, a sandwich board, which they'd
never had before, and five umbrellas for the sunny days with generic advertising on
them from Ice Rock drinksto Liptonstea. | provided JPEG photographsin their full
glory of colour. Certainly in the black and white version you won't get, if | may use
the term, the horror of al that, but it'stotally inconsistent with the heritage aspects of
both the building and the town at large.

Why has this occurred? Only the councillors, the aldermen, can tell you, but |

perceive that they have a difficulty, because they have allowed this erosion of the
scheme, they've turned a Nelsonian blind eye to what's been going on now for the
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last 12 years, and suddenly the enforcers are in town in terms of our organisation and
individuals like myself, and they're in a difficult position, because if they knock back
these people their inconsistency is going to go to atribunal and the whatsit is going
to hit the fan. So at the moment the discretion comes in again, and instead of dealing
with thisissue as awhole, they've done alittle bit of horse trading. They've made
them reshape one piece of signage and move it, which was expensive for the people
who put it up - without application, | might add; they just put this signage up - and
they've then said, "But we want you to take those two signs down." So it'sthis
discretionary - a bit here, a bit there - rather than the actual implementation of the
planning scheme itself.

Thisistypical of what's occurring in Richmond in terms of signage, and if we
take other issues from the Richmond cultural resource management plan, we can see
the continuing inconsistencies. The plan itself reports particularly on the Richmond
bypass. We have recommendations of wide consultations in Richmond, where a
north-west bypass has been actually shown on local maps for close to 30 years but
has never been implemented. We've seen substantial increasesin visitorsto
Tasmania, and because Richmond is either the second or third most visited place in
Tasmania, alarge number of visitors along a strip.

We have on the one hand the Tasmanian government wringing its hands and
saying, "Yes, were sympathetic,” and, "We're this and we're that and the other,” but
then saying, "Look, it's al too expensive." On the other hand we have the council
saying, "The fabric is being damaged. Something needs to be done,”" but in fact these
areredly political rights, because Richmond itself is not benefiting from any positive
outcome. Effectively little has been spent, and it was interesting hearing one of the
earlier submissions. There's aclear impression in Richmond that we've been
cash-cowed as a tourism product, that there'slittle or no investment and the kind of
agenda that we've heard about today has been driven with sympathy in both state and
local government because they appear to be ailmost entirely economic rationalists.

So, "Heritage in itself has no value unless we can make a dollar out of it."

I've been in business for 40 years. I'm not anti-business. That's how | make
my money. But in Europe, in Britain, people can actually do both, it would appear.
They can sympathetically integrate old buildings into modern business usage. They
don't need to be ossified. They can be adapted in away which keeps the basic
external integrity of the streetscape, et cetera et cetera. 1'm probably preaching to
people who know alot more than | do about the subject. But it is apparent for
anybody who travels overseas that heritage can and does work very well elsewhere in
theworld and in fact is an integral part of atourism product. It doesn't clash with the
aims of tourism. One of the main reasons people go is for this sense of the eternal
that comes from long-settled townships and buildings.

So in terms of the Richmond bypass, we see there's been alot of lip service
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given and then there are turf fights between the local government and the state
government, but in the final event in 2005 we don't have a bypass. There are those
who argue that if - and particularly people with a short-term perspective, because one
of the things you don't hear too much in Tasmania about tourism or about heritageis
sustainability. There are countries that have been magnets for tourists for 50 years,
70 years, 100 yearsin Europe. There'sthislack of consistency that the
Commissioners themselves have raised earlier in this hearing.

So it would appear that people often come to Richmond with avery short-term
business or economic perspective. So we see lots of people moving in and out of
tourism businesses. There are the minority who stay for 15 to 20 years and become
fully-functioning members of the community, but many other people are hardly
known in social terms within the town because they are very busy on their
businesses, they make their money, they then move on.

The other thing to point out about Richmond isit's aliving community. It's not
a Port Arthur which has had a vast amount of money - I'm not gainsaying that - spent
on it, but we're actually aliving community. People do live there. We're concerned
that whilst we should remain an attractive tourist destination that the total social and
cultural fabric of Richmond is allied to the heritage factor, so it becomes an
all-embracing fabric, if you wish. There are many other examples| can raise which
Isagain in this minutiae of policy implementation, policy enforcement and so on.
I'm only talking about one small town of 800 people, but thisis a significant issue for
our community.

DR BYRON: Thank you. It'san issuethat | guess one or two people have brought
up in each state that - the details of course are different but there's sort of a general
class of problem where there are plans and commitments and yet some agency at
government at some level doesn't seem to be complying with the written plans and
commitments. It sounds like you've given us another example of that category. |
presume that you and the Residents Association have brought it to the attention of
the "relevant authorities® what the requirements of a resource management plan are.
So can | ask what reply you received when you pointed out they seem to be
overlooking this agreed plan - or not?

MR CHAPMAN: Thereply - and | actually have the copy of letterswith me - in
particular as aresult of the, | felt, totally inadequate response by the elected council
members. | discussed the matter with the Environmental Defenders Office in
Tasmania and they actually wrote to the council. The council has never responded
directly to the Environmental Defenders Office. They have written a couple of
paragraphs to me saying that this matter is still under investigation. My original
letter to the mayor and aldermen, on signage, | wrote on 4 December 2004. Asa
result of the inaction which | had followed up subsequently with telephone calls and
further letters, the Environmental Defenders Office wrote to them in March. On
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18 May the business that had installed these large number of signs made an
application for asingle sign. | found thisinteresting. The anecdotal evidence | had
is that there were many discussions behind the scenes in this application for asingle
sign.

The council on Monday approved this sign, even though on this occasion the
Richmond planning advisory committee recommended that it not be approved. Itis
quite frustrating to see, if | can use the term, "illegal” signage sitting and staying
there months on end, and then a council official writing areport for the consideration
of the aldermen prior to avote that says, "The council has recently been informed.”
Now, this report he wrote in August 2005, and the council were informed on
1 December 2004. Now, I've been in business, I've not worked in public service, and
| don't wish to demean anybody here who isin public service, but maybe eight
monthsis recent in the public service; in business, you would be out of business. It's
that smple.

MR HINTON: Thank you very much for your written submission and appearing
today and drawing this case to our attention. As Neil says, it helps us get a better
understanding of how the systems across different jurisdictions are working or not
working. My questionisin relation to - well, your submission picks up signage and
traffic management issues in particular. Are you detecting incidences of also
Inadequate application of planning requirements for construction of buildings as
well, or demolition of buildings?

MR CHAPMAN: Unfortunately the construction of buildings, yes. Now, | haven't
approached the council on this one, but in June, just prior to - | went overseas for a
month on 8 June. The construction of an outbuilding in the historic commercia area
of Richmond was drawn to my attention. | advised the people, | gave them a draft
letter to send that said, "L ook, you know, I'm currently the guy around town that
everybody wants to throw something at. You've raised it with me and my adviceis
that you do this." This outbuilding which was constructed on a boundary with a
skillion roof - and this skillion roof, when it rains, sheds water onto this other
person's property. It'salso covering, | am informed - and this not first-hand
knowledge - access to either a stormwater connection or a sewerage connection. The
family that are constructing this building have previously constructed a building
without approval in Richmond which was subsequently approved by the Clarence
Council.

So there's evidence of this continuous discretion, and the discretion appears to
be what your relationship is with individual aldermen. | hope that's not too indiscreet
and that I'm not going to get some form of slander or libel suit, but | can only say it
appearsthat way. It appears that inaction is the main response from our council.

MR HINTON: At Richmond you said there's 800 residents.
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MR CHAPMAN: Approximately; it isgrowing.

MR HINTON: How largeisthelocal government area overall?
MR CHAPMAN: Perhaps Brendan might help me.

MR LENNARD: No idea

MR CHAPMAN: | believethey say they are now the largest, | think somewhere
between 30 and 40 thousand. Would that be afair - - -

MR HINTON: That's moving more to the sort of average that we understand
Tasmanianow has - - -

MR CHAPMAN: Yes.

MR HINTON: Which means as you say, on your judgment, a single alderman out
of that Richmond location would be very hard to achieve given the number of
constituents in the local government area.

MR CHAPMAN: Yes, and even if we could eect him, how effective would he be
when he has to horse-trade with the other 11 aldermen.

MR HINTON: But thefact that you don't have your own aldermen that in itself
doesn't necessarily mean that the council overall does not have proper regard to the
interests of Richmond; that is, what is the driving force for acting in away that you
assess to be negligent with regard to the planning requirements? It's not because you
don't have your own alderman, it must be other incentives or relevant aspects of
work.

MR CHAPMAN: Inmy view it'sthe economic imperative. It'sthe fact that
Tasmania has been economically disadvantaged until fairly recently. There are those
people who argue they're still substantially economically disadvantaged, and | have
some sympathy with both the state government and council in that they sought to
bring employment, because the lack of employment in Tasmaniain the past has led
to alot of young people leaving Tasmaniafor the mainland, as you know we cal it,
and elsewhere. But conversely it seems as though the pendulum has swung the other
way and again, just hearing one of the submissions today which really surprised me,
there's still this very, very strong element that anything that getsin the way of
making a quid perhaps should be circumvented in some way. "If we can't adapt it,
well, we should get rid of it," seemsto be the - and we know that in modern, civilised
societies we have to integrate all of the elements. We can't have a society that isa
do-nothing, won't change society. Conversely, we really don't want to see societies
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that, you know, "Let's knock everything down and what we can do today is best.”

DR BYRON: | wasjust going to say there's abit of atension where the economics
comes into this because, on the one hand some people are telling us that a very good
reason for maintaining historic heritage pl
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repairing the bridge, maybe funds would be coming forward, but since there's
another structure, then you get the relationship between the Commonwealth
government and the state government and, since that bridge is part of aroad, alocal
government. How much more complex could you get?

DR BYRON: Asl say, | don't know that we can come up with an answer for you
but - - -

DR ABBOTT: | thought you'd have a case study for your report.

DR BYRON: Yes. It'sabeautiful case of complexity and how the system
sometimes breaks down and doesn't deliver what it saysit should deliver.

MR HINTON: And if the Tasmanian government representatives were appearing
this afternoon after this session, then we could have asked them, but they appeared
this morning.

DR BYRON: But you never know. We may get a chance to take it up with
somebody and find out a bit more about it.

DR ABBOTT: For example, did they have a Department of Infrastructure person
there?

MR HINTON: No, it wasn't. It was Tourism, Parks, Heritage and the Arts - avery
senior person, head of the department attended.

DR ABBOTT: But not the Tasmanian Heritage Council?
MR HINTON: No.

DR ABBOTT: You can see how complex the wholethingis.
MR HINTON: That council isadvisory.

DR ABBOTT: | think it'san independent statutory body.
DR BYRON: Yes, butit's secretariat isnot - - -

DR ABBOTT: If you tried to get adiagram of its structure you'd have a very
spaghetti bowl looking thing.

DR BYRON: Thank you very much for bringing that to our attention. We'll see
what we can follow up on that. Thank you very much, Dr Abbott.
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DR BYRON: | said this morning in my opening remarks that we always give an
opportunity for anybody who's in the audience, if they want to come forward and
make any comments on the public record, for the transcript, there's an opportunity.
Just take a seat, any one by yourself and that will go into the transcript as saying who
you are and we'd welcome your comments.

MR PARKER: Thank you, Chairman. My name is Guy Parker, | live at

11 William Street, West Hobart and I've been very interested to attend today's
hearing as | am interested, very interested, in Hobart's heritage, and | own a property
in West Hobart which | consider to be a part of Hobart's heritage, and it's been very
interesting to listen to the hearing today because | have learned alot today and | do
think that there are some serious problems with regards to this point of discretion. |
don't want to be too critical of the Hobart City Council because I've aways been a
great supporter of the Hobart City Council. Infact, | ran for council myself in 2000
and | fully support Mr Lennard as the Hobart City Council heritage officer because |
think he does an extremely good job in his professional capacity, and | was very
interested to hear of his very interesting comment this morning before lunch
regarding the ownership of properties.

Unfortunately my capacity isfairly well limited to residential properties athough I'm
learning quite a bit about commercial-type heritage properties but | was very
interested to hear his very good point that he made regarding people who are
possibly the wrong owners of propertiesin respect to some of the rather abhorrent
types of things that they put forward to propose to carry out on their existing
extremely attractive properties, and | see that Mr Lennard has a very difficult job.
But | did interestingly note that the Clarence Council has recently appointed a
heritage guidance officer who people are advised to approach this officer before they
make plansto carry out developments on properties. Although this might not be the
role of Mr Lennard, because I'm sure his duties are well and truly taken up, this
might be something that the Hobart City Council would like to consider and it might
aleviate this problem that seemsto have continually come up today regarding this
point of discretion. I've seen it happen myself at having attended many council
meetings over the years, and | thank the tribunal for time in listening to what | have

to say.
MR HINTON: Thanks very much.
MR PARKER: Thank you very much indeed.

DR BYRON: Thank you.
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MR COLE: I'mBruce Cole and I'm secretary of the Engineering Heritage
Tasmania. I've had several opportunities to come along and speak to you and I've
said no on two occasions but you're such awelcoming pair that I've cracked. I've
also been the national chairman of Engineering Heritage Australia and both those
organisations are special interest groups of the Institution of Engineers Australia, and
| did prepare afairly feeble submission which | have given to you. I'm abit ashamed
of it, that'swhy | didn't want to talk but | didn't have too much time. | think all |
want to say isthat if you look at heritage registersin general - the Tasmanian
Heritage Council in particular - you don't find too many engineering structures on
them. I'm sure there are some bridges there.

One of the things that in Engineers Australiawe do isto put bronze plagues on items
of high significance, engineering historic structures, and we've put a plaque on the
Richmond Bridge and I'm told that a lot of tourists stop there and read the plaque
before they walk over the bridge. So it'sin aparticularly good place and we've got
16 other heritage sites around the state so far and we're progressing. But in genera
terms, the heritage registers have lots of buildings on them. One of our aimsisto try
and get Engineering Heritage must better represented. | mean, one reason that not
too many engineering structures are there is because we haven't been energetic
enough at nominating. There's nothing to stop you nominating them but you do have
to get around to it and we have our own program and our own priorities.

| understand that the Tasmania Heritage Register has got the largest number of listed
items of any register in Australia and that might be because when the legislation
came through in Tasmaniathe first requirement was to get all the national trust
properties on the heritage register, and that really knocked them over for the first
three or four years and they are only just now starting to deal with new nominations.
But | would be more interested in the lifts inside the buildings than the
air-conditioning systems and where the waste water goes, and et cetera, et cetera
than the pretty facade that everyone can admire. In our plaguing program we try to
pick things that are in public view, such as bridges and power stations, mines, those
sort of things.

Engineering Heritage Australiais a member of the national cultural heritage forum,
so we do have arepresentative on that and | have been to one of their meetings and |
think that they might have produced the most comprehensive submission to your
commission because they've been very keen for this Productivity Commission review
to take place, and | hope they've made alot of points on our behalf.

DR BYRON: One of your colleagues from Engineering Heritage Victoria spoke to
us on Tuesday.

MR COLE: Would that be Donad Bartlett?
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DR BYRON: That was Donald.
MR COLE: Yes.

DR BYRON: And he particularly made the point that the public were losing access
to historic engineering sites under either security or, you know, anti-terrorism or OH
and Stype of issues.

MR HINTON: Publicliability.

DR BYRON: Public liability, yes, and alot more Keep Out signs, and it was alot
harder for not only Engineering Heritage members but the public to actualy see
many of these fascinating pieces of heritage machinery and civil engineering.

MR COLE: Did he speak to you about Point Cook?
DR BYRON: Wedid discuss Point Cook, yes.

MR COLE: | know that in the Snowy Mountains scheme they have avery good
book called Engineering Features of the Snowy Mountains Scheme. So it's got
chapter and verse all the dams and power stations and tunnels and you name it, and
I've got the second edition and the third edition, and it's been withdrawn because the
Snowy people are concerned about terrorism.

DR BYRON: Yes.

MR COLE: Soit could be another example of where people can't really get to see
their heritage because that's one of the mgjor heritage featuresin New South Wales.

DR BYRON: Sorry, | interrupted you then.

MR COLE: You would have had another submission, | think, from Michadl Clarke
in New South Wales. | don't know whether you did New South Wales.

DR BYRON: We haven't spoken with them. That's next week.

MR COLE: | haven't got thereyet. He never writes less than five pages. So you'll
get agood one there.

MR HINTON: Also, Bruce, in the last 10 days, week or so, submissions have
expanded by a number - by 100. So you will not be surprised to learn that Neil and |
have yet to read some of those before we get to Sydney. So there may be
submissions that we don't know about.
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MR COLE: It'sanincreasing response, so that's very good, isn't it? So you've
done a reasonable amount of advertising and - - -

DR BYRON: Butinour visitsand our meetings all around the country - | mean,
Tony calls them the uglies but there's alot of industrial heritage which hasn't been
represented when - alot of the lists are made up of the beautiful grand mansions or
sandstone buildings, beautiful town halls and post offices and big banks and so on.

MR COLE: Ralway stations.
DR BYRON: Yes, butthe- - -
MR HINTON: The abattoirs.

DR BYRON: Abattoirs, the gasometer, you know, the mining things, the sewerage
system, the pumps and so on, that sort of stuff that's not photogenic, it's not calendar
material, it's not fashionable - - -

MR COLE: Yes, that'sright.

DR BYRON: - --itseemsto bealot harder to generate interest in and enthusiasm
for those even though they may be very, very important historically for the
development of the country.

MR COLE: Yes.

DR BYRON: Sothequestion is, what do you do when you've got an asset which is
sort of now surplus to requirements or technologically obsolete, or atimber bridge
that's been replaced by a new concrete one or something? Who is going to look after
it? Who is going to maintain it and who is going to pay for that? Especially when
you can't turn it into an art gallery or a coffee shop or yuppie apartments.

MR COLE: VYes.

DR BYRON: | mean, that's areally tough issue.

MR COLE: Yes, youmight be able to solve the problem for usin your
recommendations but, you know, | would think that where a bridge is replaced and
the old one needs to be maintained in some sort of order then the relevant authority is
the appropriate person to foot the bill, to take a pride in its own past heritage and to

maintain the old structure even though it's not carrying traffic.

DR BYRON: But, see, they'll say, "We haven't got enough money to do the roads
and bridges that we have to do that people are using.”
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MR COLE: Yes.

DR BYRON: And, you know, "Heritage isn't our business."

MR COLE: No.

DR BYRON: That'swhat they'll probably say. You will say it'stheir heritage.

MR COLE: Ithinkitis, yes. | think of the railway workshopsin Launceston.
Y ou've been up there already?

DR BYRON: | wasthere on holidays last year and went to the them with my wife.

MR COLE: Yes, well, that significant industrial heritage site has been more or less
handed over to the Queen Victoria Museum and it's been used for other things but
part of it isstill on display and you can do tours through the blacksmith's shop

and- - -

DR BYRON: | was going to say the blacksmith's shop is avery good example of
what it was like there.

MR COLE: Yes, and whether it paysfor itself or not, | don't imagine it does but it
Isanindustrial heritage site that's still a going concern and a very important part of
Tasmanian railway history, and then part of it is being used for an art gallery and an
art school and et cetera, et cetera but they can't really apply that to a bypassed road
bridge very easily. But there are some success stories. The apt railway on the west
coast isawonderful success story and that was as a result of Commonwealth money
and some state money and, you know, $26 million, something like that and then hand
it over to a private operator.

MR HINTON: So, Bruce, you would detect some increased interest in conserving
historical heritage industrial buildings relative to say 10 years ago. Y ou think there's
been an emerging awareness of that category of building having heritage
characteristics and worthy of retention as well?

MR COLE: | think you have to be selective. You need to do a heritage assessment
by a competent person and build on that. But, | suppose, mostly the successes have
come from individuals who decided they really want to do something about it and
persuade someone to put up the money.

DR BYRON: 20 or 30 years ago the railway workshops in Lonnie would have just
been knocked over, wouldn't they?
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MR COLE: | think so, yes, certainly. So | guessthat isan example. | haven't
really been monitoring the change in public awareness but - - -

DR BYRON: Wsdll, isthereincreased membership - | mean, out of all the engineers
in the Institution of Engineersin Australia, how big is the engineering heritage
interest group and isit still expanding?

MR COLE: | wouldthink it wasfairly static. When I joined the committee al the
other members were over 80 yearsold. | wasthe youngster. Now, we've got
someonein his60s. So it's something that the people who were in full-time
employment find it difficult to givetimeto. It only started in 1978, so we've been
going abit less than 30 years. | know we have a group in every division, about nine
divisions around Australia, and the South Australian one has just folded up. The
others arefairly reliant on retired people. Retired people seem to carry alot of the
load these days. But | think, generally speaking, in the institution, the heritage
movement is alive and well and we are not on the list of top prioritiesin the
ingtitution. Y ou know, they've got their strategic plan and these are the things we're
going to do, and we find it very difficult to get ourselves on that list, but we do get
our annual budget if we fight hard enough.

DR BYRON: And you're not an endangered species?

MR COLE: No, | don't think so, we're holding our own, but you do have to fight
for it.

DR BYRON: Yes. Anything else?
MR HINTON: No.
MR COLE: Thatwasall unplannedso- - -

DR BYRON: No, thank you very much for appearing.
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DR BYRON: Another candidate? Because we have atranscript we're going to ask
you to say who you are.

MR WEGMAN: Yes. I'm Cornelis Wegman - Keith for short. I'm representing the
Anglican Church because we have alot of old heritage buildings. 1've made - I've
got some notes of what 1'm going to say for you. | did four copies. | didn't know
how many people wanted a copy.

DR BYRON: Yes, thank you, take a seat.

MR WEGMAN: Basicaly I've been asked - | represent the trustees of the Diocese
of Tasmania and I've been asked to speak about some of the heritage properties that
we at the Anglican Church have. Asyou know, one of the good things about our
buildings is that they arefairly original. | guessthat appliesto lots of Australian - we
haven't had wars and strife and things like that, so lots of our buildings are original.
Also alot of our buildings haven't been altered greatly, unlike lots of places. That
makes them special, | guess. Also older buildings have got socia value. The
Heritage Act, for instance, talks about the socia value of old buildings - the Heritage
Act of 1975.

Similarly, in the Australian Heritage Council Act of 2003 says similar things.
It talks about the particular aesthetic characteristics valued by a community or a
cultural group; special associations with particular community or cultural groups.
These are the sorts of things. Generally speaking, older buildings are like symbols.
They help to remind us of the past and the built cohesion and continuity. Also the
other thing about the heritage building that's really important is the concept of
cultural tourism. We get lots of visitorsin Tasmania and lots of people stay and they
really appreciate the heritage buildings because they haven't been duplicated or
serioudy altered. Inlots of placesthey had to build copies because the originals
have been destroyed. Fortunately we don't have that problem.

Now, obviously heritage buildings have got to be maintained to remain
attractive and to be safe aswell. There are some old churches around Hobart where
you'd want to be careful where you walked, | think, and you'd probably have those in
Sydney aswell, | should think.

DR BYRON: Weweretold that the Anglican Cathedral in Sydney has bits falling
off the steeple into the park next door.

MR WEGMAN: Yes, an occupational hazard. We have afew of those around
Hobart. There are magnificent churches but they're not exactly - they're not entirely
safe. The other thing that was interesting with the churches on the register is that |
didn't realise that the churches - when they did the register in 1994, 8.4 per cent of all
the places on the historic register were churches. The only group of buildings that
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had more representation on the heritage list of places were in fact public buildings, as
you would expect.

Also some surveys have been done of conditions of churches. Basically there
was areport done by the Commonwealth Department of Environment and they did a
natural and cultural heritage report. Thiswas done back in 2001. They made some
predictions. First of all they made some statements. They said that most churches
were well maintained but the maintenance was going to be areal problemin the
future. Now, thiswas 2001 and thisis now proving to be the case. What that report
said was that the churches were generally in good to fair condition and as a group
they were probably the best kept of any of the buildingsin the place of heritage.
However, what they foreshadowed was problems with conservation, especially rising
damp, failing roofs and roof plumbing. Thisisback in 2001 they predicted al this.

He also predicted in his report that it was going to be an ongoing problem of
maintenance bills for churches. Then there are of course offset by this are the
constraints imposed by heritage building, planning, decoration and furnishings which
make them unsuitable for contemporary styles of worship. That's one of our key
issuesthat I'd like to develop alittle more, is the problems that we, the Anglican
Church, have with heritage buildings that are actually unsuitable for contemporary
worship.

It isimpossible for churchesto fund the cost of conservation. That's one of our
key - why I'm here today. Why isthat so? Well, Anglican churches are
self-supporting. Their source of income is basically aweekly collection and
investments of property if they have any. There are some churches that obviously
have lots of property, not so much in Tasmania, but I'm thinking of the Sydney
diocese and places like that, where they have essentially got funds coming out of
their ears because of the property that they were given when they first settled in
Australia.

In Tasmaniathere are some Anglican churches that have got property in Glebe
and so on, but most of them are not like that. Even the cathedral doesn't have that
much property. So there'sareal problem in that churches simply do not generate
enough money, income. Lots of people think that churches are funded by some
mythical body out there. Well, perhaps some; and others - | guessif you're at church,
some churches will take money from wherever it comes. It can come from up or
down, can't it? But the fundamental problem - the reality is though that churches
don't generate enough income to fund major conservation and restoration of their
buildings. That'sjust afact.

The other problem that churches have is that preoccupation with building is not

core business for churches. | mean, churches are involved in our future as a
community, serving the community's spiritual and physical needs. Having an old

12/8/05 Heritage 707 C. WEGMAN



heritage-listed church building can be areal drain on resources and energy. Aslots
of ministers walk around you can see that they get more stooped as the years go on,
and it'sthe building that's basically the drain. Now, what is the difference between
non-heritage and heritage properties, particularly aswe seeit? First of al, if a
non-heritage property is unsatisfactory, the owners can dispose or alter them. Worse,
if they don't pay their way, you get rid of it and get something else. Heritage
properties, if they're unsatisfactory, are very difficult to dispose of, and alterations to
make them work better are made almost illegal by heritage bodies.

For instance, the Tasmanian Heritage Council requires five reports and
processes before an unsuitable building can be demolished - incredibly
time-consuming, costly and laborious. It's plain to anybody that the building is
unsuitable as a church possibly. What's the dilemmathen as | seeit faced by the
Anglican Church? First of all, many tourists love heritage buildings and
communities, including churchgoers - and members of the Anglican Church, | should
add - appreciate the connection of these old heritage buildings with the past. Also
thefact is, speaking as an architect - and a bit disappointing about this, but
nevertheless the fact is that many people prefer to look at old buildings than new
ones. That'sjust thereality.

MR HINTON: Morecomfortable.

MR WEGMAN: Well, for al sorts of reasons. Y ou can't escape the fact, that's just
theway itis. But the downside of course - and thisis where the dilemmais - that
first of al, asl've aready said - if | can just reiterate it - that the churches are
frequently unsuitable for contemporary worship. They are not allowed to make
alterations to them to make them more appropriate, or else there are so many hurdles
put in the way that it's just not worth the effort. The regulations, as I've said before,
make it extremely difficult to dispose of unsuitable buildings when they're used as
churches. Many buildings require major conservation, restoration and expensive,
ongoing maintenance.

Finally, the clincher isthat churches just don't have the means to undertake the
repairs, especialy if your building is unsuitable. Why would you spend - if you were
running a business - half amillion dollars conserving a building that doesn't suit your
operations. So now we come to the bit there where hopefully there will be a bit of
discussion and some comment made to Mr Costello perhaps.

DR BYRON: Which one?
MR WEGMAN: Probably the guy with the money - or the guy with our money. It
appears to us that the tourist societies and heritage committees are very keen to retain

old churches for reasons that do not directly relate to the core business of the
Anglican Church; in other words, we love our old buildings and | share that view -
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and we're not knocking old buildings. | share that view and so do many people. We
love the texture, the scale, the connections that they have, the history, | suppose.
Some of them are very beautiful, some of them aren't, but lots are very beautiful.
However, they may not be suitable as churches. Therefore it seemsto usthat if the
community and society love them, the community and society ought to help pay for
them.

Previously there was a chap talking about a bridge and | thought it was
interesting because | thought it was exactly the same problem. Council will say, "We
haven't got the money," but it's the community that determined that they want that
bridge kept for historical purposes. The whole community benefits from having it.
Why should a council be lumbered with the cost of maintaining an item that the
whole community benefits from having? Our argument is- | guessit's the same for
the church and thisis the contribution, | guess, our point to it. At the moment what
happens with heritage funding is that heritage funding is disbursing - you know, you
ask for alarge bucket-load and you get a teabag or something like that of money to
do asmall amount of work. It's not good enough.

If the community want our heritage buildings because they're beautiful - and
they are - then the community should pay for it. Isthat such an unreasonable point
of view? Why should it be a church - whether it's our church or anybody's church -
doit? That, I guess, isafundamental issue that really ought to be hammered home
that we want our - - -

MR HINTON: Kaeith, you finished on avery key point, so I'll go straight to it.
MR WEGMAN: Yes, please.

MR HINTON: Y ou used the words "the community should pay". But | think you
could also elaborate on that further to describe who the community - the community
is not everybody. Those benefiting could be something less than the 20 million
Australians, something more than the 100 people that might attend church in that
church. So there's a question of being more precise as to who is benefiting from the
building who therefore wish to have it retained, who therefore might be burdened
with the financial cost of maintaining it. We have to be careful about this wonderful
word "community".

MR WEGMAN: I'm making a broad sweep to generate a reaction.

MR HINTON: That'sfine.

MR WEGMAN: Okay.

MR HINTON: So my reaction iswho?
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MR WEGMAN: Weéll, obviously the benefits are (a) the church, but if it'sa
building that's unsuitable for them then it's arather shallow benefit, but nevertheless
obviously when we say that the community and society - the public purse is what
we're talking about - should help to fund it, | think probably we're talking about an
assistance rather than 100 per cent funding. We can't expect - because obviously the
owners of the property get some benefits from it ssmply by having it. But the society
and the community who really appreciate the building, regardless of whether it was a
church or not, they would like it for its beauty, for al the other things that aren't
necessarily church type things. Therefore, amuch wider - - -

DR BYRON: | think the point is very well made, and it's not just churches, but if
the owner of a heritage-listed building decides that because it's not delivering the
services that you want or need, or because the costs to maintain it have become
astronomical or unaffordable, and if it's on the heritage list, you know, there's clearly
some sort of conflict or tension that needs to be resolved. We weretalking to
somebody else earlier this morning about - there's no point in having alist of places
which can't be maintained because their owner - whether it's a church or afarm or
whatever - can't afford to maintain it. Otherwise you'll just end up with alist of
buildings that are falling apart, rather than alist of buildings that are being well
looked after.

We know it's going to cost money to preserve any sort of heritage building.
Somebody is going to have to pay for it. The owner decidesit's not worth their while
paying all those costs. | guess one of the things we are being asked to look at is, is
there some mechanism for putting together a package where the feds chip in
2 per cent, the state putsin 7 and a half or 15 or something else, and the local
government puts - or philanthropy hasto raise 10 per cent, you know. | don't know
the formula or whether there could be aformula. The bottom lineisthat if we can't
raise the funds from all sourcesto look after the place properly then that's telling us
loud and clear that maybe it has to go, if nobody iswilling to put their hand in their
pocket to do what's necessary.

The points that you've made were made very strongly to usin | think just about
every other town where we've had hearings. | think in rural areasit's even worse
where you've got declining populations, declining congregations, much older people,
many pensioners, you know, they don't have deep pockets. Y et small country towns
see those same churches as the backbone. 1f you take that away it's got areal sort of
community cultural consequence, but by the same token it's not safe to use, it doesn't
meet purpose and it's prohibitively expensive to maintain. | seethat asa
tremendously difficult problem to resolve.

MR WEGMAN: That'sthe big dilemma, isn't it? That's the dilemma of
conservation. Itisvery, very expensiveto do it properly. Only private companies
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who have deep pockets, and government-type institutions, can probably afford to do
things to the level, to the standard required. But judging by the heritage reports that |
guoted, it would seem that churches, despite their meagre means, are actually
maintaining their buildings better than the organisations that do have the money but
choose not to spend it.

DR BYRON: There's probably the perception out there that the churches have got
very deep pockets.

MR WEGMAN: Not true. Well, it might be true in Sydney; it's not true here, | can
assureyou. But still it's also amatter of choice, isn't it? It's not just a matter of deep
pockets, it's also a matter of what you choose to spend your money on.

DR BYRON: The Uniting Church in Melbourne told usthat if they had another
million dollars they would put it into social services, they wouldn't put it into bricks
and mortar. They wouldn't put it into fixing up the old pipe organ either. Yet there
are people who think that conservation of pipe organsis extremely important. In that
sense, again the church as the owner of ahistoric asset is not terribly different from
the Defence Department that has an old barracks somewhere that they don't need.

It's a beautiful example of why it's such a difficult problem, and | don't have a good
answer for it.

MR WEGMAN: Yes, but thereis adifference between the two cases.

MR HINTON: Could I take up your point that they are very difficult to dispose of,
and aterations to make them work better. We do see plenty of examples around
where churches have been sold. The difficulties you're flagging is because no-one
wants to buy them or what is the impediment to sale?

MR WEGMAN: Okay. Let'stake an example. We've got a church in North
Hobart called Holy Trinity Church. It'salovely building, it's up on ahill where you
can seeit from almost anything. It'sfalling apart, frankly. It needs alot of work
donetoit. It'salovely building. They haven't got the money to maintain it, ie, the
church doesn't have the money to maintain it. What's next? What are they going to
do? How arethey goingto - - -

MR HINTON: Isit surplusto needs?

MR WEGMAN: Yes. According to the current bishop it's surplus to needs.
MR HINTON: Then theimmediate aternative that comesto mind is adaptive
reuse, and therefore that essentially, given that the church really would rather not

lease it out, that suggests to me that the church would put it on the market and maybe
- inreal estate terms "location, location, location” - it has something going for it up
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on the hill and that would seem to be something that's worth pursuing. Y ou could
retain the building, ie, cultural heritage characteristics retained, albeit not asa
church. What isthe impediment for selling that church?

MR WEGMAN: Probably demand, | suspect. | used to go to a church in West
Hobart called St John the Baptist. That was converted when we merged with another
church. That building was sold and it was made into a residence called Pendragon
Hall and it's been sold a number of times. There'safew churches|'ve heard of in
Hobart - in Tasmania certainly - with adaptive reuse. There are so many of them,
that's the problem.

MR HINTON: Which also means that their heritage value is that much less as
well. There'sascarcity component that doesn't apply.

MR WEGMAN: Yes, that'sright. | think the problem is difficult but I think
though nevertheless - similar to the chap with the bridge - | think that the principleis
that if alarge - okay, | wouldn't expect somebody from Sydney to pay for my
building, but nevertheless my taxes help to preserve buildingsin New South Wales,
I'm sure, through some roundabout matter. So it's not entirely clear cut.
Governments are always spending taxpayers money on behalf of the taxpayer that
half of us don't agree with if there's something going on in the other side of the world
that we can think of. They don't think twice about spending money on their own
favourite causes without asking the taxpayer.

What I'm thinking is the terms of heritage though, it is such a sensitive and
Important area that it needs to be better funded. Now, the split of funding that you
were commenting on, sure, the owner - it can't be 100 per cent. Asl say, | put it like
thisto essentially attract areaction which | got. | thought I'd get something. Well,
you have to put thingsin black and white, in fact what you're really talking about are
shades of grey.

DR BYRON: Exactly.

MR WEGMAN: Sol what | would like to do - a couple of things. First of all, |
think it would be worthwhile for the government to increase its generosity when it
comes to the preservation of heritage issues. If it is deemed to be so important by
our tourists and visitors, then for goodness sake, a wider community has got to help
to pay for it, because a wider community benefits. | think that it would be
worthwhile for heritage councils to be less precious about their buildings. We have
some disagreement at various times but nevertheless - I've got an example here of
boxed pews, you know. There'salovely church in Battery Point that's got boxed
pews. It'san old Wesley church or Methodist church that's got boxed pews. For
goodness sake, boxed pews in the 21st century, you've got to be joking. It's not the
way worship isdone. Churches and heritage councils should be alittle more flexible
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in allowing adaptive reuse, even within a church, so they don't constrain you to using
this 19th century layout, for instance. A case hasto be made. But modern worship
isn't donelike it wasin 1662, even in the Anglican Church.

MR HINTON: You'reon transcript.

MR WEGMAN: Yes. Sothat'stwo issues. | guessthey werereally the main
things. | think we've just got to be permitted to be more flexible. That's right, the
third thing is the Heritage Commission is a great body for saying, "No, you can't do
it." They have all sorts of rules that stop owners from doing things, but they never
have the money. An organisation that can impose rules without suffering the
economic consequences of those decisionsisnot - it isavery hairy way to run an
organisation. All we ever hear from the National Trust and Heritage Councils are
things that owners cannot do. But because they never have to pay for them, they can
say what they like, and the owners suffer the consequences of some of those
decisions. So | think more funding, more flexibility in terms of what we do with the
heritage things. | agree that protection is required but not quite so preciously.

Thirdly, the Heritage Act and heritage organisations should have teeth, both to
enforce things financially but they also somehow should be brought to face the
consequences of some the things they impose on owners.

MR HINTON: Y ou've made your points.

DR BYRON: That'savery good summary. Thank you very much.

MR WEGMAN: Thanks very much.

DR BYRON: Weéll, | think that sort of exhausts the audience unless one of the
transcription people would like to - there being nobody else, | declare the pubic
hearing closed and we'll reconvene at 9 o'clock Monday morning in Canberra.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

AT 3.35PM THE INQUIRY WAS ADJOURNED UNTIL
MONDAY, 16 AUGUST 2005
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